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Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1229_053-1 1. The Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement (KBRA) would not 
be implemented without an Affirmative Determination. 
 
There are some components of the KBRA that would occur 
without an Affirmative Determination on dam removal. These 
elements are described and analyzed in the Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) under the No 
Action/No Project Alternative. Furthermore, while it is technically 
possible that other elements of the KBRA could be implemented 
without an Affirmative Determination on dam removal, 
implementation of many of those actions would not occur because 
many of its provisions, in particular those related to diversion 
limitations and associated flows in the lower Klamath and lake 
levels in Upper Klamath lake, are predicated on the ecological 
benefits of removing Klamath dams. Guessing which provisions 
might be implemented and which might not without an Affirmative 
Determination on dam removal would be speculative and is 
beyond the scope of this EIS/EIR.  
 
2. Implementation of KBRA would be different under a Negative 
Determination. 
 
The purpose of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) environmental review 
process is to disclose to decision makers and the public the 
significant environmental effects of a Proposed Action or project 
(40 CFR Section 1502.1). In this case, the Proposed Action is the 
removal of the Four Facilities from the Klamath River. While the 
KBRA is a connected action, it is not the Proposed Action and an 
analysis of alternatives to the KBRA would be speculative and 
beyond the scope of this analysis. 
 
The KBRA is analyzed as a connected action. NEPA defines 
connected actions as those actions that are closely related or 
cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken 
previously or simultaneously (40 CFR 1508.25(a)(1)(ii)). Some 
actions or component elements of the KBRA are independent 
obligations and thus have independent utility from the Klamath 
Hydroelectric Settlement Agreement (KHSA), but the 
implementation of several significant elements of the KBRA 
package would be different, if the determination under the KHSA is 
not to pursue full dam removal (see Table 1-1). 
 
3. Programmatic analysis of KBRA 
 
Many of the elements of the KBRA are still subject to the future 
development of plans and implementation strategies. Recognizing 
that implementation of many elements of the KBRA is unknown 
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Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

and not reasonably foreseeable at this time, the connected action 
analysis is being undertaken at a programmatic level. The KBRA 
analysis in this EIS/EIR is programmatic, as described in Section 
15168 of the CEQA Guidelines. A program-level document is 
appropriate when a project consists of a series of smaller projects 
or phases that may be implemented separately. Under the 
programmatic EIR approach, future projects or phases may 
require additional, project-specific environmental analysis 
including an evaluation of compliance with Federal laws such as 
the Clean Water Act (CWA) and the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA). Consequently, appropriate NEPA compliance will be 
completed for the separate KBRA components in the future. 
Therefore, it is anticipated additional NEPA and CEQA analyses 
for the suite of actions contained in KBRA will be tiered as 
appropriate to this EIS/EIR. 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-2 Alternatives 2 and 3 include full implementation of the KBRA as a 

connected action. The No Action/No Project Alternative and 
Alternatives 4 and 5 include resource management actions 
(described in Section 2.4.2 of the EIS/EIR) that were started or 
under consideration before the KBRA was developed and would 
move forward even without the KBRA. These alternatives do not 
include full implementation of the KBRA. This approach is 
consistent throughout the impacts analysis sections in the EIS/EIR 
and Appendix A. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-3 Master Response N/CP-13 KBRA is Analyzed as a Connected 

Action. 
 
Master Response N/CP-22 How KBRA was Analyzed. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-4 NEPA and CEQA require consideration of all reasonably 

foreseeable actions that may occur (including actions or projects 
being carried out by other agencies or individuals) that could 
contribute to cumulative effects. The KBRA is in the early planning 
stages and is a connected action in this EIS/EIR; however it is 
reasonably foreseeable and could cause environmental effects 
that could combine with those of the Proposed Action to result in 
cumulative effects. Therefore, it has been analyzed in the 
cumulative effects analysis of this EIS/EIR. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-5 1. Correction to p. ES-2 and p. 2-36 

 
The phrase “private parties” has been replaced with “non-Federal 
parties”. 
 
2. Correction to p. ES-3 and p. 2-37 
 

Yes 
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EIS/EIR

The phrase “without a Federal nexus” has been replaced with 
“within existing legal authorities”. 
 
3. Discussion of KBRA in Chapter 5 
 
The Lead Agencies have included analysis of the KBRA in 
Chapter 5 because it is analyzed as a connected action in the 
EIS/EIR. 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-6 There are many issues raised in this comment and they are 

addressed individually as follows: 

Pages 1-24 and 1-25:
 
The information on p. 1-24 and 1-25 is correct.  The filings in the 
Klamath Basin Adjudication are related to specific claims and 
contests.  The events described on p. 1-24 and 1-25 are related to 
both the water rights assurances that specific tribes will not 
exercise their senior water rights as well as the relinquishment of 
certain claims.  These assurances must be filed in an appropriate 
forum which is yet to be determined.  Before the tribes will file 
these assurances and release of claims, several milestones need 
to have been reached including the publication of the Secretarial 
Notice. These milestones are summarized in the bullet points on 
p. 1-25. 

Page 2-52: 
 
Before Appendix E-1, which implements the diversion limitations, 
can be filed, both the Secretarial Notice must be published and 
the tribal assurances and release of claims must be filed.  The 
milestones listed in the EIS/EIR are precedent to the filing of 
Appendix E-1. 

Refuge Allocation:
 
P. 2-51 correctly identifies the Refuge Allocation as being water 
primarily from Reclamation’s Klamath Project facilities.  The 
document does not assert that this is entirely water diverted from 
Klamath Lake.  The EIS/EIR analysis is clear that Reclamation’s 
Klamath Project gets water from a variety of sources including the 
Klamath River, Upper Klamath Lake, ground water, and the Lost 
River system.  Table 2-19 describes the diversion limitations.  The 
diversion limitations are applied only to water diverted from Upper 
Klamath Lake and the Klamath River.  The Refuge Allocation 
varies by the water year forecast as do the allowable water 
diversions as described in Table 2-19.  
 

No 
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Page 2-53:
 
The KBRA does provide for potentially substantial changes in 
water delivery obligations as described on p. 2-53.  However, the 
details of these potential changes are not yet known. The KBRA 
includes many programs that will undergo detailed development 
and analysis in the future.  The KBRA analysis in this EIS/EIR, 
however, is programmatic, as described in Section 15168 of the 
CEQA Guidelines, because the details of this plan are unknown 
and not reasonably foreseeable at this time.  A program-level 
document is appropriate when a project consists of a series of 
smaller projects or phases that may be implemented separately.  
These programs will likely undergo detailed development and 
analysis in the future. Therefore, it is anticipated additional NEPA 
and CEQA analyses for the suite of actions contained in KBRA will 
be tiered as appropriate to this EIS/EIR. 
 
Interim Lake Level and Flow Program:
 
The section referenced, p. 3.2-131, does not imply that the Interim 
Lake Level and Flow program is limited to the off-project area.  
This water quality analysis identifies benefits of the program to 
Upper Klamath Lake water quality. 
 
Interim Period: 
 
There are a number of provisions in the KBRA that address how 
the parties will act during the interim period which is defined in the 
KBRA as occurring between the Effective Date of the agreement 
(2010) and the time when the water diversion limitations become 
permanent.  The parties to the KBRA are directed to support the 
agreement and to conduct their activities in a manner that is 
consistent with the goals of the KBRA. 
 
The terms described in the text are contained in Sections 15.1.2.J, 
15.3.2, 15.3.3, 15.3.6, 15.3.7, 15.3.8, 15.3.9, 1.1.2, etc.  In 
numerous places throughout the agreement the parties agree to 
conform to the terms of Appendix E-1 as closely as possible.  The 
agreement further recognizes that there may be legitimate reasons 
why it is not possible to conform to the diversion limits in Appendix 
E-1 until the On-Project Plan can be implemented.  
 
Adverse Impact of ground water use:
 
The EIS/EIR does not indicate that the On-Project Plan applies 
generally to the Klamath Basin.  The effects of ground water 
pumping on specific springs would need to take into account 
ground water use in off-project areas (KBRA Section 15.2.4.A.ii).  
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Appendix C-2 identifies a line item for “Costs Associated with 
Remedy for Adverse Impact” that immediately follows the line item 
for “Ground Water Technical Investigations.”  There are no dollar 
amounts identified for the period between 2012 and 2021; 
however, this would be expected as the need for remedies would 
occur only after implementation of the On-Project Plan. 
 
The referenced pages are not incorrect.  The text on p. 5-4 is 
perhaps a bit over generalized and the relevant sentence in the 
third paragraph of Section 5.2.2 will be corrected to read “The 
ground water monitoring plan and pumping limits under the KBRA 
would also protect specific springs

 

 on the mainstem, thus 
providing stable habitat conditions to support the species of the 
Basin.” 

Ground Water Monitoring:
 
There are numerous references to the requirement to monitor 
ground water throughout KBRA Section 15.2.4.  It is likely that this 
monitoring would be conducted under the auspices of the On-
Project Plan, although that does not appear to be required. The 
EIS/EIR has included the ground water protection provisions of the 
KBRA in a programmatic manner.  The On-Project Plan has not 
yet been developed and the specifics of implementation are not 
known at this time.  Future decisions, such as may be necessary 
to adopt and implement provisions of the On-Project Plan would 
be subject to analysis under NEPA and compliance with applicable 
laws and regulations such as ESA. 
 
Drip Irrigation:
 
Drip irrigation is mentioned once in Section 3.8 Water Supply, as 
an example of a conservation measure. 
 
Power for Water Management:
 
The interim power program is intended to provide power to eligible 
users at a power cost target that is at or below the average cost 
for similar drainage projects in the surrounding area.  The EIS/EIR 
notes that there are many factors that affect electricity rates and 
thus it is difficult to assess how rates may change, if at all. We 
agree that the statement on p. 5-5 in the second paragraph will be 
modified to “Under the Power for Water Management Program of 
the KBRA, irrigators participating in the program would be eligible 
for adjusted power rates, which would continue to allow area 
farmers to pump water at electricity rates at a cost at or below the 
average cost for similar drainage projects that would maintain the 
competitiveness of their operations.” 
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AO_LT_1229_053-7 1. Text has been added to Section 3.8 to reflect the management 
flexibility allowed by the KBRA. 
 
2. Text has been revised to reflect comment. 
 
3. The Biological Opinions affect operations under the No 
Action/No Project Alternative and would still be involved in 
governing flows under the Proposed Action.  
 
4. It was not possible to incorporate variable base flows in the 
model because of the uncertainty and flexibility in how they are 
operated.  The base flow was assumed to follow the schedule 
below and did not incorporate variation from year to year. 
 

KPSIM 
Timestep 

Iron Gate 
Target Flow 

(cfs) 

Oct 1300 

Nov 1300 

Dec 1260 

Jan 1130 

Feb 1300 

Mar 1-15 1275 

Mar 16-31 1275 

Apr 1-15 1325 

Apr 16-30 1325 

May 1-15 1175 

May 16-31 1175 

JUN 1-15 1025 

JUN 16-30 1025 

JUL 1-15 805 

JUL 16-31 805 

Aug 942 

Sep 1000 

 
5. The ESA will continue to provide a regulatory backdrop against 
KBRA management. The KBRA was designed to include 
measures that would improve conditions resulting in future 
management under the ESA that are less flow dependant. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-8 This response responds to specific points made in the comment 

separately. 

1. Socioeconomic Impacts The issue of water supply reliability is 
considered in the hydrology analyses.  The hydrology analysis 
modeled the results with the implementation of the KBRA, 

Yes 
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including the components of the KBRA designed to enhance water 
supply reliability. The hydrology inputs are key input in the 
economics analysis.  The hydrology analysis is discussed in detail 
in “Hydrology, Hydraulics and Sediment Transport Studies for the 
Secretary’s Determination on Klamath River Dam Removal and 
Basin Restoration,” Technical Report No. SRH-2011-02. Prepared 
for Mid-Pacific Region, Bureau of Reclamation, Technical Service 
Center, Denver, CO (Reclamation 2012e).  This report can be 
found on www.klamathrestoration.gov. 

2. P. 3.15-4. Table 3. 15.1. Using an average of multiple datasets 
would not add additional information for the decision maker.  In 
addition, the modeling package used to assess the regional 
economic impacts stemming from the expenditures associated 
with each alternative (IMpact analysis for PLANning [IMPLAN]) 
does not allow averaging across calendar years. IMPLAN is an 
economic input-output modeling system that estimates the effects 
of economic changes in a defined analysis area.  IMPLAN is a 
static model that estimates impacts for a snapshot in time when 
the impacts are expected to occur, based on the makeup of the 
economy at the time of the underlying IMPLAN data.  The 
Minnesota IMPLAN Group creates the datasets which represent 
the local economy specified in the specific analysis.  Each dataset 
describes the local region for a specific calendar year.  This 
approach is used to compare the alternatives relative to the No-
Action alternative.  The goal of this analysis is not to predict or 
forecast the regional economic indicators, the goal of the analysis 
is to show a comparison of each alternative relative to No-Action.   

3.  The Riggs, W. (2010) analysis relied on the same input-output 
model (IMPLAN) that was used for the regional economic analysis 
in the Draft EIS.  However, the Riggs study used the 2007 
IMPLAN dataset.  The Draft EIS analysis used the 2009 dataset.  
This is a significant difference between the two analyses.  The 
Minnesota IMPLAN Group creates datasets representing your 
local economy for a specific year based on the makeup of the 
economy at the time of the underlying IMPLAN data.  Every 
November, Minnesota IMPLAN Group releases a new annual data 
set. Because each data set describes the local region for a 
specific calendar year it is conceivable that employment may differ 
between the 2007 dataset compared to the 2009 dataset used in 
this analysis because economic conditions are not static between 
years.

4. P. 3.15- 12. The IMPLAN model relies on a 440-sector scheme 
which relies on the Bureau of Economic Analysis’s Benchmark 
Input-Output Study.  This analysis aggregated the results into 2 
digit North American Industrial Classification System (NAICS).  
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The NAICS is the standard used by Federal statistical agencies in 
classifying business establishments for the purpose of collecting, 
analyzing, and publishing statistical data related to the U.S. 
business economy.  More information on the NAIC’s classification 
scheme can be found at http://www.census.gov/eos/www/naics/. 
 
Recreation activities generally impacted the following sectors,  
 

Expense category IMPLAN Sector 

Lodging 411 Hotels and motels- including 
casino hotels 

Food/drink 413 Food services and drinking 
places 

Public transportation 
(e.g., bus, train, plane) 

336 Transit and ground passenger 
transportation 

Rental of 
boat/fishing/camping 

equipment 

363 General and consumer goods 
rental 

Parking/access/boat 
launch fees 

432 Other Stateand local 
government enterprises 

Bait/ice 329 Retail stores - General 
merchandise 

Gasoline 326 Retail stores - Gasoline 
stations 

Charter passenger 
fees/tips 

338 Scenic and sightseeing 
transportation and sup 

 
The sectors related to the recreation analyses are discussed in 
more detail in Benefit Cost and Regional Economic Development 
Technical Report For the Secretarial Determination on Whether to 
Remove Four Dams on the Klamath River in California and 
Oregon which can be found on www.Klamathrestoration.gov. 
 
5. P. 3.15-25. Table 3.15-23 The data sources used for crop prices 
are from published sources.  Irrigated pasture prices were taken 
from the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) National 
Agricultural Statistics. County – Crops Quick Stats. 

6. P. 3.15-25. Table 3.15-24 The regional economic analyzed the 
incremental differences in crop production between the No Action 
and Action alternatives.  The assumption was made that during 
the five modeled drought years that livestock producers would 
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purchase hay from outside the region, therefore there would be 
not impact on gross farm revenue. 

7. P. 3.15-37/38 The comment author is correct. Text in the Final 
EIS/EIR has been changed to reflect the comment.  

8. P. 3.15-48. The text is correct; funds could go towards 
restoration. 

9. P. 3.15-50. The hydrology inputs are key input in the economics 
analysis.  The hydrology analysis is discussed in detail in 
“Hydrology, Hydraulics and Sediment Transport Studies for the 
Secretary’s Determination on Klamath River Dam Removal and 
Basin Restoration,” Technical Report No. SRH-2011-02. Prepared 
for Mid-Pacific Region, Bureau of Reclamation, Technical Service 
Center, Denver, CO.  This report can be found on 
www.klamathrestoration.gov. 
 
The No Action case assumes the continuation of existing 
conditions.  The regional economic analysis and agricultural 
analysis used the most current power rates obtained from 
KWAPA. 

10. Table 3.15-37. Market variables are outside the scope of this 
analysis and are not impacted by the alternatives analyzed.  The 
cyclical nature of agriculture commodity and prices and yields are 
captured by using average price and yields. 

11. P. 3.15-51. These corrections will be reflected in the Final EIS. 

12. P. 3.15-51. The No Action/No Project Alternative case 
assumes the continuation of existing conditions therefore the 
regional economic analysis and agricultural analysis used the 
most current power rates obtained from the Klammath Water and 
Power Agency (KWAPA).  The same power rates were used for 
both the No Action and Action alternatives because insufficient 
information is available to reliably forecast future power rates over 
the 50 year period of analysis under any of the alternatives.  
Currently, there is no data to indicate that there would be any 
differential between power rates across the alternatives.  This is 
not meant to imply that future power rates are anticipated to be 
static, but that any changes would affect all alternatives.  It is also 
the case that changes to power rates might occur regardless of 
whether any of the alternatives (including the No Action/No Project 
Alternative) are implemented. 
 
It’s recognized that for purposes of CEQA, relevant parts of the 
KBRA analysis are programmatic, as described in Section 15168 
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of the CEQA Guidelines. This decision was made because many 
of its component elements have not been specified to a degree 
where the associated impacts would be reasonably foreseeable 
for purposes of this environmental analysis. The parties recognize 
that future project-specific analysis may be required for various 
components of the KBRA as they become more clearly defined 
and if an affirmative public approval is identified. A program-level 
document is appropriate when a project consists of a series of 
smaller projects or phases that may be implemented separately. 
Under the programmatic EIR approach, future projects or phases 
may require additional, project-specific environmental analysis. 

13.  P. 3.15-5 1. The current WUMP grant expires on December 
31, 2012, therefore it was not assumed in the No Action/No 
Project Alternative. 

14. P. 3.16-60. The third sentence indicates that fishing 
expenditures would increase under the “Proposed Action relative 
to the No Action/No Project Alternative.” 

15. P. 3.15-71. The hydrology analysis modeled the results with 
the implementation of the KBRA including water supply reliability. 
The hydrology data are key inputs in the economics analysis.  The 
hydrology model estimated the drought frequency.  The 
assumptions used in the hydrology analysis are discussed in detail 
in “Hydrology, Hydraulics and Sediment Transport Studies for the 
Secretary’s Determination on Klamath River Dam Removal and 
Basin Restoration,” Technical Report No. SRH-2011-02. Prepared 
for Mid-Pacific Region, Bureau of Reclamation, Technical Service 
Center, Denver, CO.  This report can be found on 
www.klamathrestoration.gov. 

16. P. 3. 15-72. The agricultural model estimates irrigators would 
be pumping more water on average under the Proposed Action 
based on the availability of surface water.  The model estimates 
that the relatively small 5-10 percent reductions in surface water 
availability which occur with more frequency under the Proposed 
Action would be made up by pumping ground water, and as such 
a little more ground water is pumped each under the action 
alternative.  Under the No Action/No Project Alternative there are 
fewer years of pumping, but the years in which there is, pumping 
is relatively large.  These assumptions are described in more 
detail in Irrigated Agriculture Economics Technical Report For the 
Secretarial Determination on Whether to Remove Four Dams on 
the Klamath River in California and Oregon which can be found on 
www.klamathrestoration.gov.  Section 3.7, Ground Water states 
that implementation of the On-Project Plan and Water Diversion 
Limitations program has the potential to generate localized short-
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term adverse effects on ground water through the increased use of 
ground water to replace surface water deliveries.  This is 
consistent with assumptions in Section 3.15. 
 
17. P. 3.15-72. The No Action/No Project Alternative assumes the 
continuation of existing conditions therefore the regional economic 
analysis and agricultural analysis used the most current power 
rates obtained from KWAPA. The same power rates were used for 
both the No Action/No Project and action alternatives because 
insufficient information is available to reliably forecast future power 
rates over the 50 year period of analysis under any of the 
alternatives.  Currently, there is no data to indicate that there 
would be any differential between power rates across the 
alternatives.  This is not meant to imply that future power rates are 
anticipated to be static, but that any changes would affect all 
alternatives.  It is also the case that changes to power rates might 
occur regardless of whether any of the alternatives (including the 
No Action/No Project Alternative) are implemented. 
 
Also, for purposes of CEQA, relevant parts of the KBRA analysis 
are programmatic, as described in Section 15168 of the CEQA 
Guidelines. This decision was made because many of its 
component elements have not been specified to a degree where 
the associated impacts would be reasonably foreseeable for 
purposes of this environmental analysis. The parties recognize 
that future project-specific analysis may be required for various 
components of the KBRA as they become more clearly defined 
and if an affirmative public approval is identified. A program-level 
document is appropriate when a project consists of a series of 
smaller projects or phases that may be implemented separately. 
Under the programmatic approach, future projects or phases may 
require additional, project-specific environmental analysis. 

18. P. 3.15 -73. Table 3.15-57 shows the regional economic 
effects as result of increased pumping costs. Because farmers are 
paying more for electricity to pump ground water under the 
Proposed Action household income would reduce by the additional 
money spent to pump ground water.  The reduced household 
income related to the increased pumping costs would result in less 
spending within the region.  This reduced spending has small 
negative impact on the regional economy which is reflected in 
Table 3.15.57.   
 
This analysis used the best information available at the time of the 
analysis.  It’s recognized that for purposes of CEQA, relevant parts 
of the KBRA analysis are programmatic, as described in Section 
15168 of the CEQA Guidelines. This decision was made because 
many of its component elements have not been specified to a 
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degree where the associated impacts would be reasonably 
foreseeable for purposes of this environmental analysis. The 
parties recognize that future project-specific analysis may be 
required for various components of the KBRA as they become 
more clearly defined and if an affirmative public approval is 
identified. A program-level document is appropriate when a project 
consists of a series of smaller projects or phases that may be 
implemented separately. Under the programmatic EIR approach, 
future projects or phases may require additional, project-specific 
environmental analysis. 

19. P. 3. 15-73. This analysis used the best information available 
at the time of the analysis.  For the purpose of this analysis a 30k 
permanent water sale was modeled to analyze the Water Use 
Retirement Program (WURP), recognizing this might overstate the 
estimates.  It’s recognized that for purposes of CEQA, relevant 
parts of the KBRA analysis are programmatic, as described in 
Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines. This decision was made 
because many of its component elements have not been specified 
to a degree where the associated impacts would be reasonably 
foreseeable for purposes of this environmental analysis. The 
parties recognize that future project-specific analysis may be 
required for various components of the KBRA as they become 
more clearly defined and if an affirmative public approval is 
identified. A program-level document is appropriate when a project 
consists of a series of smaller projects or phases that may be 
implemented separately. Under the programmatic approach, future 
projects or phases may require additional, project-specific 
environmental analysis. 
 
The issue of water supply reliability or stabilizing effects under 
KBRA are factored into the hydrology analyses.  The hydrology 
analysis modeled the results with the implementation of the KBRA 
including water supply reliability. The hydrology inputs are key 
input in the economics analysis.  The hydrology analysis is 
discussed in detail in “Hydrology, Hydraulics and Sediment 
Transport Studies for the Secretary’s Determination on Klamath 
River Dam Removal and Basin Restoration,” Technical Report No. 
SRH-2011-02. Prepared for Mid-Pacific Region, US Bureau of  
 
Reclamation, Technical Service Center, Denver, CO.  This report 
can be found on www.klamathrestoration.gov. 

20. The Minnesota IMPLAN Group creates the datasets which 
represent the local economy specified in the specific analysis.  
This analysis used county level data supplied by the Minnesota 
IMPLAN group.  The county level data was combined into various 
analysis regions based on the resource.  The purpose of analysis 
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Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

is to show a comparison of each alternative relative to No 
Action/No Project Alternative was to alternatives relative to the No 
Action/No Project Alternative.  The goal of this analysis is not to 
predict or forecast the regional economic employment, labor 
income, or output.  The datasets were used for both the No 
Action/No Project and action alternatives.  It’s common and 
appropriate to use the county level data supplied by the Minnesota 
IMPLAN group without adjusting the datasets. 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-9 Change has been made to p. ES-7 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Yes 
   
AO_LT_1229_053-10 Change has been made to Figures ES-2 and 1-2. Yes 
   
AO_LT_1229_053-11 Change has been made to Figures ES-2 and 1-2. Yes 
   
AO_LT_1229_053-12 When the KBRA and KHSA are referred to together, this 

terminology is used. 
No 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-13 Change made. Yes 
   
AO_LT_1229_053-14 Change made. Yes 
   
AO_LT_1229_053-15 Figure for wetland decline changed to 80 percent. This matches 

figure cited in Klamath Dam Removal Overview Report for the 
Secretarial Determination. Citation for this number is: (Atkins 
1970, Natural Resources Conservation Service 2007 as 
referenced in Larson and Brush 2010). Given this amount of 80 
percent decline, the statement of  "• Draining tens of thousands of 
acres of wetlands around Upper Klamath Lake..." is correct.  

Yes 

 
AO_LT_1229_053-16 Change has been made to description on p. 1-29 of the Draft 

EIS/EIR. 
Yes 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-17 Water assurances are included in Table 1-1 in row 20: 

"Commitments among Project Irrigators, Party Tribes, and U.S. 
Related to Water Use/Rights". Regulatory Assurances from Non-
Regulatory Parties was added to the table.  

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-18 Certain contractual commitments in the KBRA extend beyond 50 

years or are perpetual. (See, for example, KBRA §§ 15.3. I 0, 15. I 
.2.K.). 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-19 Deleted from Table, and Executive Summary Table. Yes 
   
AO_LT_1229_053-20 Changed Bullet 1 to: Monitor ground water use to ensure that 

specified springs or the river are not adversely affected. KBRA 
Sec. 15.2.4. E.ii, p. 76 citation added. 

Yes 
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Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1229_053-21 A change was not made to the text.  See 10,000 acre feet (AF) 
reference in KBRA Section 15.1.1.  

No 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-22 This bullet has been left unchanged; the outcomes of this specific 

plan are not analyzed in this EIS/EIR, given uncertainty with the 
exact structure of its implementation. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-23 Bullets 1 and 3 have been eliminated from the updated Appendix 

C. These 2 bullets need to be removed. Walking Wetland 
construction 2013-2021 should remain. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-24 The text was changed as suggested by the comment.  Yes 
   
AO_LT_1229_053-25 Deleted the reference to Appendix C-2 which would require 

authorizing legislation. 
Yes 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-26  A change was not made to the text.  Each bullet in the bulleted list 

refers the reader to the appropriate section of the KBRA. 
No 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-27 The table refers to the period of funding provided in Appendix C-2.  

Many items throughout the KBRA discussion may be implemented 
past the term of funding described in Appendix C-2. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-28 No change needed:  KBRA Section 15.3.5.C contains the relevant 

language.  Actions under 15.3.5 are prerequisite to the filing of 
Appendix E-1. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-29 Recognizing that implementation of many elements of the KBRA is 

unknown and not reasonably foreseeable at this time, the 
connected action analysis is being undertaken at a programmatic 
level. The KBRA analysis in the EIS/EIR is programmatic, as 
described in Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines. A program-
level document is appropriate when a project consists of a series 
of smaller projects or phases that may be implemented separately. 
At a programmatic level of analysis, increasing flows in the Upper 
Klamath Basin would be likely to decrease the potential solar 
heating of stream flows during critical summer months 
(Section 3.2.4.3.2.10 - Water Diversion Limitations).  Under the 
programmatic EIR approach, future projects or phases may 
require additional, project-specific environmental analysis 
including an evaluation of compliance with Federal laws such as 
the Clean Water Act and the Endangered Species Act. 
Consequently, appropriate NEPA compliance will be completed for 
the separate KBRA components in the future.   

No 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-30 Master Response  AQU-18 Fate of Iron Gate Hatchery under 

Alternatives. 
No 
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Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AP_LT_1229_053-31 The Lead Agencies recognize that agricultural lands can provide 
habitat value to certain wildlife species.   The analysis presented in 
Section 3.5 does, as the comment author notes, recognize that 
croplands surrounding the National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) lands 
provide foraging habitat for waterfowl. The section however 
focuses on lands within the area of analysis where changes to 
habitat quality either negative or positive would be expected as a 
result of the alternatives. The document was not written with the 
intent to perpetuate any specific stereotype. 

No 

 
AP_LT_1229_053-32 As noted in Section 3.5 and the referenced Effects of the Klamath 

Basin Restoration Agreement (KBRA) on Lower Klamath, Tule 
Lake, and Upper Klamath National Wildlife Refuges (NWR) 
(United States Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS] 2011) under 
provisions of the KBRA, 20 percent of the net lease revenues 
would be available to the refuge for habitat enhancement. 

No 

 
AO_LT_1229_053-33 The paragraph has been revised to clarify changes to operations 

at Sumps l(A) and I(B). 
Yes 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-34 Sentence has been deleted. Yes 
   
AO_LT_1229_053-35 Text changed from 1905 to 1953. Yes 
 
AO_LT_1229_053-36 The Lead Agencies considered changes in water deliveries 

associated with the water diversion limitations, and found them to 
be less than significant based on the significance criteria listed in 
the Draft EIS/EIR.  The subject sentence, however, is vague and 
has been deleted in the Final EIS/EIR to avoid confusion. 

Yes 

 
AO_LT_1229_053-37 Text has been clarified to indicate that the WURP would decrease 

water deliveries, but it would be a voluntary program and would 
only affect deliveries to those who voluntarily participate in the 
program. 
 

Yes 

AO_LT_1229_053-38 Clarifying text has been added to the discussion, though impacts 
and the overall analysis has not changed.  

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-39 As described in Section 3.15 of the Draft EIS/EIR, changes in the 

Bureau of Reclamation’s (Reclamation) Klamath Project hydrology 
from changes in operations under the KBRA would increase water 
supplies during drought years. This would provide water supply 
reliability and would not result in disproportionate effects to farm 
workers, as concluded in Section 3.16.   
 
The agricultural economic effects of the KBRA programs are 
described in more detail in Irrigated Agriculture Economics 
Technical Report For the Secretarial Determination on Whether to 

No 
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EIS/EIR

Remove Four Dams on the Klamath River in California and 

Oregon which can be found on www.klamathrestoration.gov. 
 
AO_LT_1229_053-40 The discussion on p. 3.19.25 of the Draft EIS/EIR acknowledges 

that the provision of future additional wetland habitat is dependent 
on the final outcome of project design.  
 
Additionally, the analysis under the Water Diversion Limitations, 
On-Project Plan, WURP, and Interim Flow and Lake Level 
Program describes that changes in land use could occur. 
Additional detail has been added to Section 3.19 to address the 
potential other changes to scenic quality as a result of land 
following. The analysis of KBRA programs in this EIS/EIR is 
programmatic and further environmental analysis would be 
necessary as design and implementation of KBRA programs 
proceeds. 

Yes 

 
AO_LT_1229_053-41 The Draft EIS/EIR does not state or imply this about the Bureau of 

Reclamation's (Reclamation) Klamath Project in the discussion on 
p. 4-87. The section states that Water Diversion Limitations would 
establish limits on specific diversions within Reclamation’s 
Klamath Project to protect flows in the mainstem and ensure that 
adequate water supply is available for allocation to the wildlife 
refuges.  This reliable source of cool inflow provides benefit to 
aquatic species by influencing temperature, dissolved oxygen, 
algal growth, and the dilution of contaminants or natural toxins, 
such as those produced by M. aeruginosa.

No 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-42 Sections 3.7 and 4.4 note that there is not enough ground water 

data to determine if there have been past cumulative ground water 
effects. The sections do however not that implementation of the 
Water Diversion Limitation Program and the On-Project Plan have 
the potential to generate significant shorter localized impacts.  
Section 4.4.6.1 however goes on to note that the Proposed 
Actions incremental contribution would be minimized through 
monitoring of pumping at existing wells, the monitoring of ground 
water levels in the pumped aquifer, and the monitoring of springs 
affected by drops in ground water levels. As noted in Section 
4.4.6.1 the Proposed Action’s effects on ground water would not 
be cumulatively considerable. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-43 Section 3.15 discusses economic effects of the KBRA on 

agriculture. Table 3.15-55 shows changes in gross farm revenue 
under the No Action/No Project Alternative and the Proposed 
Action in modeled drought years. The methods and assumptions 
are described in more detail in Irrigated Agriculture Economics 
Technical Report For the Secretarial Determination on Whether to 

No 

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses

Vol. III, 11.7-33 - December 2012



Comment Author Addington, Greg 
Agency/Assoc. Klamath Water Users Assoc. 
Submittal Date December 29, 2012 
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Remove Four Dams on the Klamath River in California and 

Oregon which can be found on www.klamathrestoration.gov. 
   
AO_LT_1229_053-44 Section 3.15 discusses economic effects of the KBRA on 

agriculture. The methods and assumptions are described in more 
detail in Irrigated Agriculture Economics Technical Report For the 
Secretarial Determination on Whether to Remove Four Dams on 
the Klamath River in California and Oregon which can be found on 

www.klamathrestoration.gov. 
 
Section 3.16, Environmental Justice, concludes there would not be 
environmental justice effects to farm workers. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-45 Many of the elements of the KBRA are still subject to the future 

development of plans and implementation strategies. Recognizing 
that implementation of many elements of the KBRA is unknown at 
this time, the connected action analysis is being undertaken at a 
programmatic level. The KBRA analysis in this EIS/EIR is 
programmatic, as described in Section 15168 of the CEQA 
Guidelines. As such the analysis in the EIS/EIR assumed that any 
KBRA program with the potential to enact ground disturbing 
activities could adversely affect previous unknown cultural and 
historic resources.  
 
A program-level document is appropriate when a project consists 
of a series of smaller projects or phases that may be implemented 
separately. Under the programmatic EIR approach, future projects 
or phases may require additional, project-specific environmental 
analysis including an evaluation of compliance with Federal laws 
such as the CWA and the ESA. Consequently, appropriate NEPA 
compliance will be completed for the separate KBRA components 
in the future. Therefore, it is anticipated additional NEPA and 
CEQA analyses for the suite of actions contained in KBRA will be 
tiered as appropriate to this EIS/EIR.  

No 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-46 Please see Section 3.15, which discusses the effects of increased 

ground water pumping costs on the regional economy. The 
agricultural economic effects of the KBRA programs are described 
in more detail in Irrigated Agriculture Economics Technical Report 
For the Secretarial Determination on Whether to Remove Four 
Dams on the Klamath River in California and Oregon which can be 

found on www.klamathrestoration.gov. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1229_053-47 Section 3.15 describes potential effects of the Off-Project Reliance 

Program. Water leasing may have negative effects in water short 
years, but effects would be offset by compensation for the sales 
and household spending. The agricultural economic effects of the 

No 
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KBRA programs are described in more detail in Irrigated 
Agriculture Economics Technical Report For the Secretarial 
Determination on Whether to Remove Four Dams on the Klamath 
River in California and Oregon which can be found on 

www.klamathrestoration.gov. 
   
AO_LT_1229_053-48 As described in Section 3.15 of the EIS/EIR, changes in the 

Bureau of Reclamation’s (Reclamation) Klamath Project hydrology 
from changes in operations under the KBRA would increase water 
supplies during drought years. This would provide water supply 
reliability and would not result in disproportionate effects to farm 
workers, as concluded in Section 3.16.   
 
The agricultural economic effects of the KBRA programs are 
described in more detail in Irrigated Agriculture Economics 
Technical Report For the Secretarial Determination on Whether to 
Remove Four Dams on the Klamath River in California and 

Oregon which can be found on www.klamathrestoration.gov. 
 

No 
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AO_WI_1108_027 
------------------------------------------- 
From: mcbair@sisqtel.net[SMTP:MCBAIR@SISQTEL.NET] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 08, 2011 12:32:31 PM 
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; werner@wrinkledog.com 
Subject: Web Inquiry: Klamath Dam Removas Auto forwarded by a Rule 
 
Name: Mark Baird 
Organization: Siskiyou Water Users Association 
 
Subject: Klamath Dam Removas 
 
Body: The removal of the Hydro Electric Dams on the Klamath River is the 
environmental hoax of the century.  The expert panel has stated that this will do 
little or nothing to restore Coho Salmon.   
 
80 percent of the people in Siskiyou County where three of the dams are located 
voted to reject these agreements. Article 4 section 4 of the Consitution of the 
United States, guarantees the people a republican form of government. The 
KBRA/KHSA were agreements condluded in secret without public participation.  They 
will give a self appointed body unlimited power with a 50 year contract. This is 
a clear violation of Constitutional law.  
 
Further the so called scientists have consistantly refused to look at ocean 
conditions with regard to the salmon.  This is a violation of NEPA, CEQA and the 
Data Quality act.   
 
The California department of Fish and Game is not the correct lead agency in a 
dam removal and is a jurisdictional violation of agency policy as well as a 
violation of the charter of that agency.   
 
The Secratary of the Interior has a forgone conclusion to remove these dams over 
and above the objections of the vast majority of the people.  The violation of 
USC title 42 Section 1983 makes every public official and peace officer involved 
in the dam removal civilly liable as well as criminally liable.  The people of 
Siskiyou County intend to hold all of you responsible for damages when this 
"experiment" goes wrong as it most certainly will.  The government of the United 
States and the Governments of California and Oregon have no statutory authority 
to Bio- Engineer an entire watershed to suit the needs of a few special interest.  
Dennis Lynch, and Mark Stopher both have admitted in a public forum that this not 
a restoration project but an environmental experiment that "we just have to try 
it to see what happens".  That is neither legal nor is it ethical.  Mr. Salazar 
and his bureaucrats are and will be held civilly and criminally liable for this 
pork project.  Make no mistake, the Consititution of the United States is the law 
of the land and not the KBRA/KHSA.  The people of Siskiyou County are not bound 
by any secret agreement with a socialist council appointed by themselves to 
oversee our property or our liberty to use that property.  We will not submit. 
 

Comment 1 - Fish 

Comment 2 - KHSA

Comment 3 - Fish

Comment 4 - CEQA 

Comment 5 - Other/General 
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Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_WI_1108_027-1 Master Response AQU-5 Will Benefit all Salmonids. 
 
Master Response AQU-6B Expert Panel Coho, Steelhead and 
Chinook. 
 
Master Response AQU-7 Expert Panel Uncertainty and Likelihood 
of Success. 

Yes 

   
AO_WI_1108_027-2 Master Response GEN-16 Public Involvement. 

 
Master Response KHSA-1 Negotiations of KHSA and KBRA.  
 
Master Response GEN-20 PacifiCorp Private Ownership of 
Hydroelectric Facilities.  
 
The negotiations are now over and the KBRA and KHSA are being 
evaluated through the NEPA and CEQA process. Both laws 
require meaningful public participation and disclosure of possible 
impacts of a range of alternatives before the federal and state 
governments can implement those actions described in the KBRA 
and KHSA. 

No 

   
AO_WI_1108_027-3 Master Response AQU-13 Ocean Conditions.  

 
Master Response AQU-24 Chinook Climate Change and Marine 
Survival. 
 
Master Response ACU-22 Expert Panel Considered in Entirety. 

No 

   
AO_WI_1108_027-4 A response to this comment is not required under CEQA or NEPA 

because the comment does not raise a significant environmental 
issue (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088; NEPA Regulations 40 
CFR 1503.4).  However, the California Department of Fish and 
Game (CDFG) as Lead Agency complied with the criteria for 
identifying a Lead Agency as required under CEQA (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15051).   
 
Although the comment is somewhat unclear, the comment author 
seems to assert that by signing the KHSA and the KBRA, the Lead 
Agencies did not comply with CEQA and NEPA.  Under CEQA, a 
public agency must prepare an EIR on any project the agency 
proposes to “carry out or approve” if that project may have 
significant environmental effects (Pub. Resources Code Section 
21100, subd. (a), 21151, subd. (a).)  CEQA applies only to 
discretionary government activities that qualify as “projects.”  
“Projects” are defined by CEQA to mean the whole of the action 
which has the potential for resulting in either a direct physical 
change in the environment or a reasonably foreseeable indirect 

No 
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Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

physical change in the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15378).  The signing of the KHSA and KBRA documents 
themselves did not have significant environmental effects.  In 
addition, the KHSA contemplated that environmental compliance 
would be completed by the Lead Agencies (KHSA, Section 3.2.5.) 

   
AO_WI_1108_027-5 Master Response RE-4 Takings   No 
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AO_MC_1026_014 
KLAMATH DAM REMOVAL 
DRAFT EIS/EIR HEARING 

OCTOBER 26, 2011 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
ARCATA, CALIFORNIA 

MS. BECK: My name is Diane Beck, D-i-a-n-e  

B-e-c-k.  

I would like to express some concerns of the  

Redwood Chapter Sierra Club, of which I am conservation  

chair. While the Sierra Club has not taken a formal  

production on the Klamath Settlement Agreement, I can say  

with no fear of contradiction that first and foremost our  

local, state, and national members want to see the  

removal of the four destructive Klamath dams and the  

restoration of salmonid fisheries.  

The Redwood Chapter has concerns with the  

February 2010 Settlement Agreement, the KHSA/KBRA. The  

KHSA provides a projected path to dam removal in 2020,  

but its linkage with the KBRA, the Upper Basin water  

management agreement, both is unnecessary to dam removal  

and may doom both dam removal and salmonid restoration.  

There is no necessary nexus between the removal  

of the four dams and water management in the Upper Basin.  

PacifiCorp, the owner of the hydroelectric facilities,  

has little reason to get involved with the KBRA. The  

Redwood Chapter is deeply concerned with the KBRA.  

Salmonid restoration depends not merely on enough water  

Comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal  

Comment 2 - NEPA 

Comment 3 - KBRA 

Comment 2 -
KHSA
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but good quality water.  

As it is now, the quality of the water returning  

to the Klamath kills hundreds of sucker fish every year,  

and there is a virtual dead zone in the Straits Drain and  

Keno Reservoir in August and September from agricultural  

runoff in the Upper Basin from Tule Lake and  

Lower Klamath Lake, both of which, of course, are greatly  

diminished national wildlife refuges. Dam removal will  

remove the significant buildup of algae behind the dams,  

but the impacts from pollution from ag, ag return water,  

are significant.  

Water for irrigating has primary priority under  

the Agreement, not fish, not wildlife refuges. In spite  

of the fact that some 17,000 acres of Tule Lake Wildlife  

Refuge are diked and farmed, there is not even a willing  

seller buyout provision in the KBRA.  

The Redwood Chapter wonders how likely it is to  

expect that this Congress or the next will provide a  

billion dollars for restoration under the KBRA. We  

wonder, also, whether it would not be better to work for  

dam removal under the Federal Energy Regulatory  

Commission process and for clean water certification  

under the EPA and the California State and Regional Water  

Boards.  

Thank you. 

Comment 4 - Costs Comment 5 - Alternatives  
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Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_MC_1026_014-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Support Dam Removal 
and Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 

   
AO_MC_1026_014-2 This EIS/EIR considers the KBRA as a connected action (see 

Section 2.4.3.9). Many of the same parties were involved in the 
negotiations of both agreements and they saw the benefits of 
combining activities with improving water quality, water supply, 
and habitat with dam removal. The Dam Removal Entity (DRE) (an 
entity designated by the Secretary of the Interior that will be 
responsible for dam removal activities, if an Affirmative 
Determination is made) would accept transfer of title from 
PacifiCorp for the four dams in order to carry out dam removal. 
PacifiCorp is not a signatory to the KBRA and would not be 
responsible for implementing activities associated with the KBRA.  

No 

   
AO_MC_1026_014-3 Implementation of programs under the KBRA would increase the 

amount of water in the Klamath River and maintain the elevation of 
Upper Klamath Lake. Water allocations and delivery obligations 
would also be established for the Lower Klamath NWR and Tule 
Lake NWR increasing the certainty of water deliveries. The current 
allocation to the refuges during drought years is 0.0 acre-feet. 
Under the KBRA, the NWRs would be guaranteed an allocation 
that could range from 48,000 acre-feet in normal to wet years 
down to 24,000 acre-feet in drier years. If the available water does 
not allow for an allocation of 24,000 acre-feet, then all water users 
would share in the reductions beyond that point. Similarly, the 
KBRA provides for a range of water diversions to irrigators 
depending on whether a particular year is projected to be wetter or 
drier than normal. 
 
As described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4.3.2.10 KBRA (p. 
3.3-125 to 3.2-132), resource management actions implemented 
under KBRA as part of the Proposed Action would accelerate 
long-term improvements in water quality, including those 
anticipated under the Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs). Trap 
and haul has been proposed to transport migrating adult fish 
upstream of the Keno Impoundment when certain adverse water 
conditions exist. Additional detail on the interaction of the TMDLs 
and the Alternatives is provided by the Water Quality SubTeam 
(2011) (also referred to as the Water Quality SubGroup), as cited 
in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.5, p. 3.3-241. This document, entitled 
"Assessment of Long Term Water Quality Changes for the 
Klamath Basin Resulting from KHSA, KBRA, and TMDL and NPS 
Reduction Programs" can be found at 
http://klamathrestoration.gov/keep-me-informed/secretarial-
determination/role-of-science/secretarial-determination-studies.  
 
 

No 
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Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

Potential effects of the proposed KBRA programs on fish and 
wildlife are discussed Sections 3.3 and 3.5. The KBRA strives to 
balance the uses of water for irrigation with the needs of fish and 
wildlife. In addition, the KBRA does not supersede existing laws or 
regulations and does not exempt any actions from compliance with 
ESA or CESA. Project level actions and decisions will continue to 
be made in compliance with existing laws and regulations.  
 
The KBRA includes several programs that would seek willing 
sellers as a method of increasing inflows into Upper Klamath Lake 
and available water supplies on the Klamath Reclamation Project 
including the voluntary WURP and the On-Project Plan. The 
WURP is a voluntary program intended to increase the inflow to 
Upper Klamath Lake by purchase or retirement of surface water 
rights for irrigation from willing sellers and other techniques. The 
On-Project Plan is intended to align water supply and demand for 
areas within the Klamath Reclamation Project and would include 
consideration of a variety of techniques such as conservation 
easements and land acquisitions from willing sellers. 

   
AO_MC_1026_014-4 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record. No 
   
AO_MC_1026_014-5 The Draft EIS/EIR analyzes environmental impacts associated 

with actions, regardless of who undertakes these actions. Dam 
removal implemented through the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC) relicensing process and other regulatory 
processes would essentially remove the dams without 
implementation of the KHSA. These actions are the same as 
Alternative 8 - Full Facilities Removal of Four Dams without KBRA, 
which is analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR in Appendix A, P. 4-8.  
Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8 - Dam 
Removal Without KBRA from Detailed Study, describes why 
Alternative 8 was not carried forward for more detailed analysis in 
the Draft EIS/EIR. 
 
The comment implies that the FERC relicensing process would 
result in dam removal, but that is not a clear result of the 
relicensing process.  FERC’s policy is to balance power 
generation and environmental interests through conditions to a 
hydropower license.  If the licensee suggests conditions that are 
not sufficiently protective of the environment, FERC would add 
additional conditions.  Only after this step would FERC deny a 
license if it feels that the conditions would be inadequate (that the 
project would result in unacceptable environmental damage that 
proves to be irremediable) (FERC 1994).  To the Lead Agencies’ 
knowledge, they have only once required dam removal for 
Edwards Dam in Augusta, Maine on the Kennebec River.  For 
Project 2082, FERC has a set of prescriptions and conditions from 

No 
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Comment Author Beck, Diane 
Agency/Assoc. Redwood Chapter Sierra Club 
Submittal Date October 26, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

the resource agencies; therefore, based on FERC’s policies, it 
seems unlikely that it would order dam removal. 
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Comment 5 - Sediment Toxicity

Comment 6 - Alternatives
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Comment Author Bergeron, Leo 
Agency/Assoc. Siskiyou County Water Users Assoc. 
Submittal Date November 18, 2011 

  

 
Comment Code Comment Response Change in 

EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1118_034-1 Master Response GEN-7 Unsubstantiated Information.   
 
Master Response GEN-16 Public Involvement. 
 
Master Response KHSA-1 Negotiations of KHSA and KBRA. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1118_034-2 Both NEPA and CEQA include provisions that the draft 

environmental review analyze a reasonable range of alternatives 
that meet most of the purpose and need/project objections, and 
are potentially feasible (40 CFR § 1502.14; 43 CFR § 46.420(b); 
Pub. Resources Code, sec. 21002; CEQA Guidelines, sec. 
15126.6(a), (c), (f).). Alternatives 10 and 11 were screened out 
because they do not meet any of the NEPA purpose and 
need/CEQA project objectives.  Additionally, Section ES.7.3 does 
not identify Alternative 11 as the Environmentally 
Preferable/Superior Alternative. 
 
Master Response ALT-2 Elimination of Alternative 10 - Fish 
Bypass: Bogus Creek Bypass Alternative and Alternative 11 - Fish 
Bypass: Alternative Tunnel Routing from Detailed Study.  

No 

   
AO_LT_1118_034-3 Master Response CUL-1 Shasta Nation Participation. 

  
Master Response CUL-2 Federal Recognition. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1118_034-4 Appendix A of the Draft EIS/EIR includes a wide range of 

alternatives representing diverse viewpoints and needs based on 
internal and public scoping. The alternatives that moved forward 
for more detailed analysis in this EIS/EIR are those that best meet 
the NEPA purpose and need and CEQA objectives, minimize 
negative effects, are feasible, and represent a range of reasonable 
alternatives (see Appendix A for more information). The NEPA 
purpose and need and CEQA objectives are broader than 
addressing algae concerns in Copco Lake (see Section 1.4.2 on 
page 1-29 of the Draft EIS/EIR). Converting algae to fuel would 
not be able to accomplish the purpose and need/objectives. These 
alternatives would not restore a free-flowing river, achieve full 
volitional fish passage, establish reliable water and power 
supplies, contribute to public welfare and sustainability of 
communities, or be consistent with the goals and objectives of the 
KHSA and KBRA. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1118_034-5 Master Response WQ-1 Sediment Deposits Behind the Dams and 

Potential Contaminants.  
 
Additionally, PacifiCorp confirmed that they have never applied 
any algaecide to Copco 1 Reservoir (L. Prendergast, PacifiCorp, 

No 
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Comment Author Bergeron, Leo 
Agency/Assoc. Siskiyou County Water Users Assoc. 
Submittal Date November 18, 2011 

  

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

written communication, January 19, 2012).  They did conduct 
laboratory bench tests on algaecide applications using water from 
Copco 1 Reservoir.  Results of this study are available for 
download at the following link: 
http://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pacificorp/doc/Energy_Sou
rces/Hydro/Hydro_Licensing/Klamath_River/2008AlgaecidePilotSt
udy.pdf  The KHSA Implementation Report June 2011, page 21, 
indicates that algaecide testing is one of the proposed Interim 
Measure 11 improvements.  
http://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pacificorp/doc/Energy_Sou
rces/Hydro/Hydro_Licensing/Klamath_River/2011_KHSA_Implem
entation_Report_June_2011.pdf.   
 
Further, copper was analyzed in all of the Secretarial 
Determination sediment investigations.  The copper levels found in 
sediment, fish tissues, and studies for elutriate and 
bioaccumulation, from J.C. Boyle, Copco 1, and Iron Gate 
reservoirs were below values that would indicate an unacceptable 
level of concern for effects on human health or aquatic biota either 
in the reservoirs under current conditions (including Copco 1) or in 
downstream reaches of the Klamath River under the Proposed 
Action (pages 3.2-71 to 3.2.76 for Alternative 1, pages 3.2-118 to 
3.2.125 for Alternative 2, pages 3.2-132 to 3.2.134 for Alternative 
3, pages 3.2-135 to 3.2.136 for Alternative 4, and pages 3.2-146 
to 3.2.147 for Alternative 5). Based on the results of these 
evaluations, copper recovery from the sediments would not be 
necessary.   
 
With respect to sediment effects on fish, see the following master 
responses: 
 
Master Response AQU-1 Sediment Amounts and Effects on Fish. 
 
Master Response AQU-20 Bedload Sediment and Fish Habitat. 
 
Master Response AQU-2 Sediment Dredging.  
 
With respect to the short-term “flow of sediment which is nutrient 
laden” mentioned in the comment, Draft EIS/EIR Section 
3.2.4.3.2.3 (page 3.2-100) addresses the potential short-term (<2 
years following dam removal) increases in sediment associated 
nutrients from sediment release under the Proposed Action. The 
analysis states that short-term increases in total nitrogen (TN) and 
total phosphorus (TP) concentrations in the Hydroelectric Reach 
would occur because particulate (primarily organic) nutrients 
contained in reservoir sediment deposits would be transported 
along with the sediments themselves. However, minimal 
deposition of fine suspended sediments, including associated 
nutrients, would occur in the river channel. Further, reservoir 
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Comment Author Bergeron, Leo 
Agency/Assoc. Siskiyou County Water Users Assoc. 
Submittal Date November 18, 2011 

  

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

drawdown under the Proposed Action would occur during winter 
months when rates of primary productivity and microbially 
mediated nutrient cycling (e.g., nitrification, denitrification) are also 
expected to be low. Light limitation for primary producers that do 
persist during winter months is also likely to occur, further 
decreasing the potential for uptake of TN and TP released along 
with reservoir sediment deposits. Therefore, particulate nutrients 
released along with sediment deposits are not expected to be 
bioavailable and should be well-conserved during transport 
through the Hydroelectric Reach. Under the Proposed Action, the 
short-term (<2 years following dam removal) increase in nutrients 
in the Hydroelectric Reach would be a less-than-significant impact.  
The analysis for the lower Klamath River is based on the same 
rationale and the effect determination is presented on page 
3.2-101. 

   
AO_LT_1118_034-6 Master Response ALT-2 Elimination of Alternative 10 - Fish 

Bypass: Bogus Creek Bypass Alternative and Alternative 11 - Fish 
Bypass: Alternative Tunnel Routing from Detailed Study. 

No 
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Comment Author Bergeron, Leo 
Agency/Assoc. Siskiyou County Water Users Assoc. 
Submittal Date December 22, 2011 
 

 
Comment Code Comment Response Change in 

EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1222_048-1 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record.  
 
Master Response CUL-1 Shasta Nation Participation.  
 
Master Response CUL-2 Federal Recognition. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1222_048-2 Master Response ALT-2 Elimination of Alternative 10 - Fish 

Bypass: Bogus Creek Bypass Alternative and Alternative 11 - Fish 
Bypass: Alternative Tunnel Routing from Detailed Study. 

No 
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AO_MC_1026_021 
KLAMATH DAM REMOVAL 
DRAFT EIS/EIR HEARING 

OCTOBER 26, 2011 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
ARCATA, CALIFORNIA 

MS. BEROL: Good evening. My name is  

Emelia Berol, E-m-e-l-i-a B-e-r-o-l. I have lived in or  

near the Trinity River watershed for the past 40 years.  

I represent the Northcoast Environmental Center  

on the public advisory group to the Trinity River  

restoration program, known as TAMWG, Trinity Adaptive  

Management Working Group. We all support removal of the  

dams on the Klamath and a restored fishery on the  

Klamath.  

As a representative, however, for the Northcoast  

Environmental Center, there have been many concerns and  

questions raised tonight. But because of our  

longstanding relationship with the Hupa and Yurok people,  

there is one question that's been raised. And it's a  

statement that I, personally, and the NEC cannot agree  

with. And I'm going to read it.  

"The United States, acting in its capacity as  

trustee for the federally recognized tribes of the  

Klamath Basin, hereby provides assurances that it will  

not assert tribal water or fishing right theories or  

tribal trust theories in a manner or, two, tribal water  

or trust rights, whatever they may be, in a manner that  

will interfere with the diversion, use, or reuse of water  

Comment 1 - Approves 

of Dam Removal 

Comment 2 - ITAs 
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for the Klamath Reclamation Project that is permitted by  

Appendix E-1 in any administrative context or proceeding  

or judicial proceeding or otherwise."  

I would like to request a written response to my  

question, why this is in there. I cannot agree with  

that. I cannot go along with that.
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Comment Author Berol, Emelia 
Agency/Assoc. Northcoast Environmental Center 
Submittal Date October 26, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_MC_1026_021-1 Master Response Gen-2, Some People Support Dam Removal 
and Others Oppose Dam Removal
 

No

AO_MC_1026_021-2 The Klamath Agreements were negotiated and designed to 
resolve longstanding legal disagreements over the use of natural 
and water resources in the Klamath Basin. This is what occurred 
in the negotiations over PacifiCorp’s Klamath Hydroelectric 
Project, as well as the related Klamath Basin Restoration 
Agreement. The Federal government often times has a vested 
interest in resolving litigation as well. In this case, the Federal 
government made the calculated decision that the KHSA and 
KBRA would purport with its responsibility to act in the best 
interest the public and tribal trust. 
 
Master Response TTA-1: Federal Trust Responsibility and the 
KBRA. 

No 
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AO_MC_1026_018 
KLAMATH DAM REMOVAL 
DRAFT EIS/EIR HEARING 

OCTOBER 26, 2011 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
ARCATA, CALIFORNIA 

MR. BITTS: Thank you for coming to Arcata. My  

name is Dave Bitts, D-a-v-e B-, as in boy, i-t-t-s.  

I'm a commercial salmon and crab fisherman based  

in Eureka, a resident of McKinleyville, and I'm also the  

president of the Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen's  

Associations, of which IFR, which Vivian just described,  

is our captive 501(c)(3). The PCFFA represents fishermen  

from the same ports that she just named.  

We are signatories to both Agreements. We  

support Alternative 2. Alternative 3 we could also live  

with.  

These agreements, in combination, offer the  

clear path forward to the dam removal that almost every  

speaker here has said they want to see. If we tried  

another path, you may hear people say that the  

Water Board can come charging in on a white horse with a  

lance and accomplish dam removal more quickly. We are  

not at all confident that there is a white horse in their  

stable or that they own a lance. And we think the  

evidence to date kind of supports our lack of confidence.  

If that route were to be the way we go, instead  

of the two-agreement route, we would be starting over  

from scratch on all fish restoration measures. We might  

Comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal  
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get dam removal. We don't think so. It's conceivable  

that it would happen that way. But it would happen  

absent any fish restoration measures. It would happen  

absent the roughly 85,000 acre feet of additional water  

for fish that is in the KBRA. It would happen absent any  

benefits for the wildlife refuges.  

All those things we would have to start over on.  

The odds are that we would start in a contentious and  

adversarial process. Right now we have a collaborative  

process. And I think that distinction cannot be  

overemphasized.  

There's a lot left to be done that the KBRA  

doesn't do. I hope to live to see collaborative  

processes, such as the KBRA, deal with issues in the  

Scott and Shasta Basin and upriver from the dams that I  

hope to live to see come out. And I hope those processes  

will happen in ways that leave parties on both ends of  

the Basin whole.  

Thank you. 
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Comment Author Bitts, Dave 
Agency/Assoc. Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermans Assoc. 
Submittal Date October 26, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_MC_1026_018-1 Master Response Gen-2, Some People Support Dam Removal 
and Others Oppose Dam Removal
 

No
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Comment Author Bitts, Dave 
Agency/Assoc. Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermans Assoc. 
Submittal Date October 20, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_MF_1020_009-1 Section 3.15 uses modeling to quantify increases in Chinook 
salmon catch and gross revenues as a result of dam removal.  
The Commercial Fishing Economics Technical Report For the 
Secretarial Determination on Whether to Remove Four Dams on 
the Klamath River in California and Oregon contains more detailed 
background on the methods: 
http://klamathrestoration.gov/sites/klamathrestoration.gov/files/EIS
-EIR-Draft/Econ-Reports/CommFishery_9.14.pdf  

No 
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SG_MC_1020_003  
PUBLIC HEARING ON THE KLAMATH DAM 

REMOVAL DRAFT EIS/EIR 
---o0o--- 

YREKA, CALIFORNIA 
THURSDAY, OCTOBER 20, 2011 

  
MR. DAVE BITTS:  My name is Dave Bitts, D-a-v-e B-i-t-t-s.  
  
I'm a commercial fisherman, salmon fisherman,  
  
based in Eureka.  I'm also president of the Pacific Coast  
  
Federation of Fishermens' Association, representing the  
  
ports whose fishermen fish for salmon all up and down California.  
  
I strongly support dam removal.  I don't  
 
believe that salmon are going to survive in the Klamath  
 
River unless the dams come out, and I believe that if the  
 
dams do come out, that they will flourish.  
 
Um, commercial fishermen will benefit in two  
 
ways from the increase in Klamath salmon populations  
 
because of dam removal and the KBRA.  
  
First, if there is an increase of Klamath fish  
 
in the ocean, we will catch more of those.  
 
Klamath fish are about ten percent of our  
 
catch, so doubling their numbers would mean our catch  
 
would increase by about ten percent.  
 
But the less obvious and more profound effect  
 
is that our whole fishery is governed by the abundance of  
 
Klamath fish in the ocean and it varies with that  
 
abundance, so that if there are more fish in more years,  

Comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal  

Comment 2 - Fish 

AO_MC_1020_068

Vol. III, 11.7-61 - December 2012

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses

Vol. III, 11.7-61 - December 2012



we will have more time and opportunity to fish on other  
 
stocks in the ocean, primarily, Sacramento fall Chinook,  
 
which are more than half of our catch.  So it's very  
 
likely that if salmon fish are more abundant, our total  
 
landings coast-wide could increase by as much as 50  
 
percent, and that would be great.  We would love to have  
 
more time than we currently do to catch fish.  
 
There is no over-fishing of salmon on the  
 
Pacific Coast.  It does not happen, there are no foreign  
 
vessels fishing in our waters and the domestic fleet is  
 
very tightly managed to prevent over-fishing, to make sure  
 
there are enough fish left to spawn.  It just doesn't  
 
happen.  
  
There is a property value issue that I haven't  
 
really heard considered here and that is that we have a  
 
major landowner in the basin that is trying to make a  
 
business decision about the disposal of its property; that  
 
landowner is PacifiCorp, and I believe they should be  
 
allowed to make a business decision about how to best and  
 
most profitably dispose of their property.  That's what  
 
they are trying to do.  We are helping.  
 
There's a couple of beefs I've heard that I  
 
think have a lot of merit, and those are, um, the  
 
potential loss in property values around the lake and the  
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loss in tax revenues to Siskiyou County.  Those issues  
 
have to be addressed in this process.  It would be wrong  
 
if those issues were not addressed.  
  
I stand to win as a fisherman if this all  
  
happens; I'll feel a lot better about that if you don't  
  
lose, in a way, by the same measures that cause me to win,  
 
and I would hope, as far as the Klamath Basin Restoration  
 
Agreement goes, that's a deal between a bunch of other  
 
parties, and the Klamath Project irrigators, don't they  
 
get to make a deal?  
  
Thank you.  
  
  

Comment 4 - KBRA 
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Comment Author Bitts, Dave 
Agency/Assoc. Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermans Assoc. 
Submittal Date October 20, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_MC_1020_068-1 Master Response Gen-2, Some People Support Dam Removal 
and Others Oppose Dam Removal

No

   
AO_MC_1020_068-2 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of the 

Record.  
No 

   
AO_MC_1020_068-3 Master Response RE-1E Real Estate Evaluation Report.  

 
Master Response Gen-20 PacifiCorp Private Ownership of 
Hydroelectric Facilities. 
 
Further, the Dam Removal Real Estate Evaluation Report went on 
to estimate a reduction of about $2.2 million to the Siskiyou 
County property tax role. 

No 

   
AO_MC_1020_068-4 KBRA was negotiated and signed by a diverse array of over 40 

parties with an interest in resolving Klamath Basin issues including 
the allocation of water between in-river uses and water diversions 
for irrigation. 

No 
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Comment Code Comment Response Change in 

EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1018_025-1 Master Response Gen-2, Some People Support Dam Removal 
and Others Oppose Dam Removal

No

   
AO_LT_1018_025-2 Master Response N/CP-2 Coordination. 

 
Master Response GEN-7 Unsubstantiated Information.  
 
Master Response KHSA-1 Negotiations of KHSA and KBRA. 
 
Neither the Bureau of Land Management nor the U.S. Forest 
Service are involved in activities through this process or Draft 
EIS/EIR which implicate the Federal Land Management and Policy 
Act or the National Forest Management Act.  
 

No 
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Comment Author Bowen, Liz 
Agency/Assoc. Scott Valley Protect Our Water 
Submittal Date February 2, 2012 
 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

 
AO_LT_0202-072-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal 

and Others Oppose of Dam Removal.  
 
Master Response AQU-5 Will Benefit All Salmon.  

No 

 
AO_LT_0202_072-2 Master Response GEN-3 Best Available Information.  

 
Master Response GEN-16 Public Involvement. 

No 

   
AO_LT_0202_072-3 Master Response AQU-22 Expert Panel Considered in Entirety. 

 
Master Response AQU-6 Expert Panel Coho, Steelhead and 
Chinook. 
 
Master Response AQU-14 Expert Panel Resident Fish. 
 
Master Response AQU-15 Expert Panel for Lamprey. 
 
Master Response AQU-17 Expert Panel Second Line of Analysis, 
Not the Only Line of Evidence. 
 
Master Response WQ-1 Sediment Deposits Behind the Dams and 
Potential Contaminants. 
 
Master Response AQU-20 Bedload Sediment and Fish Habitat. 
 
Master Response AQU-23 Evaluation of Dam Removal and 
Restoration and Anadromy (EDRRA). 
 
Master Response AQU-7 Expert Panel Uncertainty Likelihood of 
Success. 

No 

   
AO_LT_0202_072-4 We assume that the comment author meant periphyton (i.e., 

attached algae) in the phrase “river algae.” 
 
Pursuant to CEQA, the analysis presented in the EIS/EIR carefully 
considers the effects of the anticipated increase in nutrient 
concentrations on water quality and periphyton growth in the 
Klamath River given available information.  
 
Master Response WQ-27 Nutrient Response With Dams, Nutrient 
Release Without Dams, and Periphyton.  

No 

   
AO_LT_0202_072-5 Master Response N/CP-12 Comment Period. No 
   
AO_LT_0202_072-6 The EIS/EIR analyzes an alternative that describes this situation in 

Alternative 4, Fish Passage at Four Dams.  For a detailed 
description of Alternative 4 see Section 2.4.5. 

No 
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Comment Author Bowen, Liz 
Agency/Assoc. Scott Valley Protect Our Water 
Submittal Date February 2, 2012 
 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

The Lead Agencies considered potential mitigation measures for 
significant impacts associated with all action alternatives.  Many of 
the mitigation measures are applicable to multiple alternatives and 
are first mentioned under Alternative 2; however, the subsequent 
alternatives also cite these mitigation measures to reduce potential 
effects. 

   
AO_LT_0202_072-7 Master Response WSWR-10 Effects on City of Yreka Water 

Supply.  
Yes 

 
AO_LT_0202_072-8 The Environmental Justice analysis, Chapter 3.16, page 3.16-30 

of the Draft EIS/EIR, describes the potential Environmental Justice 
effects of a short-term and long-term decline in tax revenues and 
the public services this could affect.  

No 

   
AO_LT_0202_072-9 Master Response CUL-1 Shasta Nation Participation.  

 
Master Response CUL-2 Federal Recgonition. 
 
Section 3.13 Cultural and Historic Resources of the EIS/EIR 
addresses potential impacts to village and burial sites. Additional 
details regarding potential impacts to buried sites and 
management of those sites were added to Sections 3.13.4.3 and 
3.13.4.4. The potential for vandalism of exposed sites was 
considered and is addressed in Mitigation Measure CHR-2 
through the development of management plans and discovery 
plans, through consultations under National Historic Preservation 
Act (NHPA) Section 106, as applicable. In addition, Shasta would 
be included in the additional consultations under NHPA Section 
106 for each mitigation measure. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_0202_072-10 Chapter 6, Table 6-4 of the Draft EIS/EIR presents the local plans 

and policies applicable to Reclamation’s Klamath Project, 
including Siskiyou County ordinances and policies. This table 
states where these plans and policies are addressed in the 
EIS/EIR and describes the relevant process for compliance. In 
response to comments received from Siskiyou County on the Draft 
EIS/EIR, several additional policies and ordinances have been 
added to this table and will appear in the Final EIS/EIR. 

No 

   
AO_LT_0202_072-11 The KHSA Section 3.2.1(iii), signed by the Secretary of the Interior 

Ken Salazar on February 18, 2010, directs the Secretary to 
undertake environmental review in support of the Secretarial 
Determination. All alternatives carried forward for further analysis 
in the EIS/EIR were analyzed using existing studies and other 
appropriate data as suggested in KHSA Section 3.2.1 (i), where 
such analysis met criteria in (40 CFR 1502.22 and 43 CFR 
46.125) to incorporate available information.  

 

Yes 
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Comment Author Bowen, Liz 
Agency/Assoc. Scott Valley Protect Our Water 
Submittal Date February 2, 2012 
 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

Appendix J of the KHSA outlines the Science Process for 
development of the Secretarial Determination.  Appendix J 
specifies peer review of the scientific studies for the Secretarial 
Determination process using subject-matter experts to maintain a 
high level of scientific integrity in the technical information 
developed as part of that process.  The Expert Panels were not 
part of the EIS/EIR process, and only included Alternative 2 in 
detail (although most of this information is also applicable to 
Alternative 3).  The Lead Agencies have used their best efforts to 
identify and disclose as much relevant information as possible in 
the EIS/EIR from the Secretarial Determination process.   
 
As described in KHSA Section 3.2.1(i), the FERC record is used to 
form Reclamation’s Klamath Project description for Alternatives 4 
and 5. Alternatives 4 and 5 were analyzed to ensure that the 
review of reasonable fish passage alternatives was 
comprehensive. In addition, at the time of developing a reasonable 
range of alternatives, the lead agencies recognized that the 
inclusion of Alternatives 4 and 5 would provide an assessment of 
the short- and long-term effects from a broader range of 
reasonable alternatives. Alternatives 4 and 5 are outside the 
authority of the Department of the Interior, the four facilities 
proposed for removal are privately owned structures, and there 
was no provision in the KHSA to include them in the Detailed Plan. 
The result is differing levels of available information for alternatives 
carried forward in the EIS/EIR consistent with the elements of 
each action alternative. 
 
A summary of this information has been added to Section 3.1. 

   
AO_LT_0202_072-12 Pacific lamprey, along with three other lamprey species, was 

petitioned for ESA listing in 2003 (Nawa 2003). Although the 
USFWS halted species status review in December 2004 due to 
inadequate information (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS] 
2004), efforts to list Pacific lamprey are anticipated to resume as 
more information is obtained. No current status assessments are 
available for any Klamath lampreys and little is known of their 
biology or sensitivity to environmental changes in the Klamath 
drainage (Hamilton et al. 2011).  
 
The EIS/EIR discusses the life history of lamprey in Aquatic 
Resources (Section 3.3.3.1). The discussion includes mention that 
Pacific lamprey “.. spend 1 to 3 years in the marine environment, 
where they parasitize a wide variety of ocean fishes, including 
Pacific salmon, flatfish, rockfish, and pollock.”   
 
The Expert Panel on Lamprey (Close et al. 2010) states on page 
17 “The Pacific lamprey preys on a variety of fish species and 
marine mammals in the Pacific Ocean. Beamish (1980) reported 

No 
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Comment Author Bowen, Liz 
Agency/Assoc. Scott Valley Protect Our Water 
Submittal Date February 2, 2012 
 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

five salmonid and nine other fish species (e.g., Pacific hake, 
Merluccius productus, and walleye pollock, Theragra 
halcogramma) that are known prey of Pacific lamprey. In addition, 
Pacific lamprey have been reported to feed on finback 
(Balaenoptera physalus), humpback (Megaptera nodosa), sei 
(Balaenoptera borealis), and sperm (Physeter catodon) whales 
(Pike 1951). However, anadromous Pacific lamprey should not be 
viewed as a pest species like sea lamprey of the Laurentian Great 
Lakes (Coble et al. 1990). In the Great Lakes, an entire community 
of native prey was exposed to an exotic predator, whereas Pacific 
lamprey have co-evolved with their prey.” 
 
Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of the 
Record.  

   
AO_LT_0202_072-13 Master Response HYDG-1 Flood Protection. 

 
Master Response WSWR-4 Summary of Effects to Water 
Rights/Water Supply for Alternatives 2 and Alternative 3 for 
Municipal, Agricultural, and Tribal Use. 

No 

   
AO_LT_0202_072-14 Section 3.15.4.2 identifies estimated economic impacts in the 

affected areas, which includes Siskiyou County. Siskiyou County 
is included in the economic region for dam decommissioning, 
operation and maintenance, mitigation, irrigated agriculture, in-
river sport fishing, refuge recreation, whitewater boating, and 
KBRA effects. There would be both new jobs and job losses in 
Siskiyou County as a result of dam removal. The section also 
includes qualitative analyses on effects to property values, county 
tax revenues, and energy rates in Siskiyou County. Over the 
period of analysis, employment in the agricultural sector is 
anticipated to be an important part of the regional economy..  
 
Appendix G-1 of the KHSA provides for Siskiyou County to receive 
$20 million in economic development funds.  This funding is not 
contingent on being a signatory to the KHSA but is contingent on 
passage of the California water bond. 

No 
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Comment Author Brockbank, Dean 
Agency/Assoc. PacifiCorp Energy 
Submittal Date October 20, 2012 
 

 
Comment Code Comment Response Change in 

EIS/EIR

AO_MC_1107_069-1 Master Response N/CP-12 Comment Period.  No 
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Comment Author Brown, Josh 
Agency/Assoc. Environmental Protection Information Center 
Submittal Date November 22, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_MF_1122_036-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 
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AO_WI_1230_062 
------------------------------------------- 
From: pbrucker@srrc.org[SMTP:PBRUCKER@SRRC.ORG] 
Sent: Friday, December 30, 2011 6:10:26 PM 
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; werner@wrinkledog.com 
Subject: Web Inquiry:  Input of the Salmon River Restoration Council for the SRRC 
Comments for the Draft EIS/EIR for the Removal of Four Power Facilities/Dams on 
the Klamath River Auto forwarded by a Rule 
 
Name: Petey Brucker 
Organization: Salmon River Restoration Council 
 
Subject:  Input of the Salmon River Restoration Council for the SRRC Comments for 
the Draft EIS/EIR for the Removal of Four Power Facilities/Dams on the Klamath 
River 
 
Body: From: Mr. Petey Brucker, Klamath Coordinator, Salmon River Restoration 
Council, PO Box 1089, Sawyers Bar, CA, 96027, pbrucker@srrc.org, 530 462 4665, 
 
RE:  Input of the Salmon River Restoration Council for the SRRC Comments for the 
Draft EIS/EIR for the Removal of Four Power Facilities/Dams on the Klamath River 
 
Thank you for performing the task of developing the Draft EIS/EIR for the Removal 
of Four Power Facilities/Dams on the Klamath River. We would also like to extend 
our appreciation to you for providing us with this opportunity to share our 
thoughts and to give you our input in this process. 
 
The SRRC is in favor of Alternative 2 - Full Facility Removal (Alternative 2 or 
Proposed Action)  This alternative would involve the full removal of all four 
hydroelectric dams on the Klamath River and their related facilities in order to 
achieve a “free-flowing” condition: J.C. Boyle, Copco 1, Copco 2, and Iron Gate. 
 
The document makes a very compelling case for dam removal citing a projected 86% 
increase in fall Chinook runs, alleviation of massive blooms of toxic algae, and 
creation of over 4,600 jobs over next 15 years.  The SRRC concludes that 
Alternative 2  will be the most beneficial way to advance restoration  and 
sustain natural production of fish species and the fishery of the Klamath Basin, 
This would be accomplished in part by restoring access to areas currently above 
impassable dams. 
 
In addition being in the best interest of the public, the adoption of Alternative 
2 would best contribute to the public welfare and the sustainability of all 
Klamath River Basin Communities. It would best address the needs of the affected 
local communities and tribes of the Klamath River Basin. A decision for and 
implementation of Alternative 2 would also be consistent with statutory 
obligations and tribal rights.  The adoption of Alternative 2 would result in the 
most effective and durable solutions to establish reliable water and power 
supplies to sustain agricultural uses, communities, and National Wildlife Refuges 
of the Klamath Basin. Alternative 2 provides the best pathway forward to improve 
long-term water quality conditions consistent with State of California designated 
beneficial uses 
 Comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal  
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The SRRC sees Alternative 2 as providing the most likely way to achieve full 
participation in harvest opportunities for sport, commercial and Tribal fisheries 
in the ocean and in the river throughout the Klamath Basin. 
 
The EIS/CEQA Document and the related studies more than adequately provide the 
Secretary of Interior with the information that is needed to arrive at and make 
an excellent determination in 2012 as to whether to proceed with the removal of 
the four PacifiCorp Dams on the Klamath River.  Not only does the proposed action 
best advance the restoration of the salmonid fisheries in the Klamath Basin in 
the public interest, it is consistent with the KHSA and the KBRA. 
 
We look forward to a Final decision notice as to whether to remove the four lower 
dams on the Klamath River to act in the public’s interest and achieve a free-
flowing condition and allow full volitional passage of fish. We very much 
appreciate the excellent work that everyone has done on this.  If you have any 
questions or additional needs from myself and the Salmon River Restoration 
Council, please contact us. Thanks you again for providing us with this 
opportunity to express our opinion. 

 

Comment 1 cont.  
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Comment Author Brucker, Petey 
Agency/Assoc. Salmon River Restoration Council 
Submittal Date December 30, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_WI_1230_062-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 
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------------------------------------------- 
From: dancebirds@sbcglobal.net[SMTP:DANCEBIRDS@SBCGLOBAL.NET] 
Sent: Thursday, November 17, 2011 11:48:35 AM 
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; werner@wrinkledog.com 
Subject: Web Inquiry: Water Quality 
Auto forwarded by a Rule 
 
Name: Jim Clark 
Organization: Individual 
 
Subject: Water Quality 
 
Body: The Redwood Region Audubon Society (RRAS) is in favor total removal Iron 
Gate, Copco 2, Copco 1 and J. C. Boyle dams, as proposed in Alternative 2, from 
the Klamath River.   
 
We further find the DEIS/DEIR does not adequately adequately address the 
probabilities that anadromous fish passage and spawning and riparian wildlife 
habitat would be significantly improved by dam removal under the Klamath 
Hydroelectric Settlement Agreement (KHSA) and linked Klamath Basin Restoration 
Agreement (KBRA).   Although there are many unresolved issues in the KBRA/KHSA, 
we have confined our comments to issues that relate to the effectiveness of dam 
removal on water quality and its effect on fish and wildlife. 
 
Our findings are based on the uncertainty of water quality improvements under 
KBRA/KHSA and an unaddressed potential conflict between water quality and 
quantity, as follows: 

 
 
1.  The DEIS/DEIR Fails to adequately assess the impact of lease land farming on 
the Tule Lake National Wildlife Refuge to water quality goals after dam removal. 
 
In Table ES-7. Summaries of controversies and Issues Raised by Agencies and the 
Public states “Runoff from agriculture and refuges results in poor water quality 
in Keno Reservoir and in the mainstem Klamath River. This causes fish stress, 
disease and mortality. Continued farming and ranching in the Tule Lake National 
Wildlife Refuge and Lower Klamath Lake National Wildlife Refuge under the KBRA 
would inhibit fish species reintroduction and survival.” 
 
Under the KBRA, which would be in effect after dam removal, lease land farming on 
the Tule Lake Refuge, and its associated water quality degradation, would 
continue for fifty years.  The Tule Lake Refuge has the potential and should be 
considered a vital component of improving Klamath River water quality, not 
degrading it. 
 
The DEIS/DEIR should consider pesticide and nutrient contamination contributed by 
lease farming on Tule Lake National Wildlife Refuge as a factor in post dam 
removal water quality. 
 
 The DEIS/DEIR fails to adequately assess the impact of the Keno Dam impoundment 
to water quality goals after dam removal. 
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Table ES-7 also states “Low levels of dissolved oxygen and high water 
temperatures during certain times of year would prohibit passage of fish through 
the Keno impoundment and Upper Klamath Lake.” 
 
Although under the KBRA/KHSA Keno Dam would be turned over to the Department of 
Interior for management, it is unclear how this would improve water quality. 
 
 The DEIS/DEIR fails to adequately address the impact of Upper Klamath Lake water 
quality to post dam removal water quality. 
 
Under the KBRA/KHSA, Upper Klamath Lake would continue to be used as a reservoir 
for storage of water for distribution to irrigators and the downstream Klamath 
River.  Increased capacity based on re-flooding subsided former marshes 
(Williamson River Delta) is part of this plan.  Before alterations to enable 
agriculture, the upper Klamath Lake marshes provided treatment for the naturally 
occurring high phosphate level water flowing into the lake through volcanic rock 
and soil.  This resulted in three negative effects: 
a.  Drastic reduction of phosphate removal and nutrient stabilization b.  
Addition of nutrient rich runoff from agriculture c.  Significant removal of 
marsh bird habitat 
 
As a result, Upper Klamath Lake is eutrophic with high levels of algae and 
nutrients and low levels of oxygen that cannot sustain fish and other aquatic 
life upon which birds depend. 
 
Management of functional marshes around Upper Klamath Lake that formerly 
stabilized nutrients and controlled algae will require nearly continuous 
hydraulic connectivity with the lake which, due to subsidence of former 
pastureland, will require a lower lake level with limited level fluctuation.  
This may result in less storage capacity, not more, and generate a conflict 
between water quality and quantity. 
 
 The DEIS/DEIR fails to adequately evaluate the effect of the dam impoundments on 
nutrient conversion.  Although the toxic algae in the lower impoundments would be 
reduced or eliminated by dam removal, the algal roll in nutrient conversion of 
this algae has not been quantified. What threats to fish and wildlife, if any, to 
these nutrients pose down river during low flows? 
 
Polluted water from this river system dams are adversely affecting fish and 
wildlife along the river.  Polluted water from the Klamath Basin have both direct 
and indirect effect on wildlife in our area and thus both direct and indirect 
effect on coastal economies. 
 
5.  The DEIS/DEIR fails to adequately evaluate the current effects of the dams 
and likely effect of their removal nearshore ocean waters and coastal wildlife.  
Salmonids returning to the Pacific Ocean provide food for coastal seabirds such 
as cormorants, murres, and osprey.  Bald eagles used to be much more common along 
the coast.  Since the dams were built we have witnessed a decline of over 6000 
jobs in the fishing industry in cities along the coast of Mendocino, Humboldt, 
and Del Norte counties of California and Curry County, Oregon.  Recently many 
dead common murres have washed up along our beaches.  Some of this die-off is 
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caused by red-tide, a harmful algal bloom.  Healthy, well-fed birds have more 
resistance to the organisms causing red-tide. 
 
6.  The DEIS/DEIR does not adequately address the current effects of the dams and 
likely effect of their removal an the river corridor.  Carcasses of spawned out 
salmonids provide a rich protein source for wildlife along the river.  Raccoons, 
bears, river otters, even mice and shrews feed on spawned out fish. Ospreys, bald 
eagles, herons, egrets, and kingfishers are among the fish that benefit directly 
on fish in our rivers. These mammals and birds move upland to feed their young 
where their droppings nourish our forests. 
 
Our conclusion is that dam removal will only be effective if water quality going 
into the middle reach of the Klamath is of good quality.  Otherwise, fish killing 
conditions might only be moved upstream. 
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Comment Author Clark, Jim 
Agency/Assoc. Redwood Region Audubon Society 
Submittal Date November 17, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_WI_1117_031-1 Master Response Gen-2, Some People Support Dam Removal 
and Others Oppose Dam Removal

No

   
AO_WI_1117_031-2 The KHSA and KBRA were developed to advance the restoration 

of salmonids in the Klamath Basin by restoring habitat access and 
quality. In broad terms, the KHSA speaks to removal of 
hydroelectric dams on the Klamath River; the KBRA speaks to the 
settlement of long-running disputes concerning the use of Klamath 
Basin water for irrigation, fish, and wildlife. The central issue in 
both agreements is removal of the lower four Klamath River 
hydroelectric dams. Section 3.3.4.3 of the EIS/EIR addresses the 
likely impacts of each alternative on aquatic habitat and various 
fish species. Additionally, expert panels were convened 
specifically to address the effect of dam removal on fish and 
aquatic habitats.  
 
Master Response AQU-6 Expert Panel Coho, Steelhead and 
Chinook. 
 
Master Response AQU–7 Expert Panel Uncertainty Likelihood of 
Success. 
 
Master Response AQU-23 Evaluation of Dam Removal and 
Restoration and Anadromy (EDRRA) Model.  
 
Master Response GEN-3 Best Available Science. 
 
The EIS/EIR concludes that the Proposed Action would benefit 
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for coho and Chinook salmon after 
the initial impact of sediment from reservoir drawdown. As a result 
of habitat access and quality improvements over time, the 
Proposed Action is expected to benefit steelhead, coho and 
Chinook salmon (EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.3). 
 
Master Response GEN-3 Best Available Science. 

No 

   
AO_WI_1117_031-3 The KBRA does not require the Lower Klamath Lake and Tule 

Lake National Wildlife Refuges to allow or continue lease land 
farming. The KBRA provides for an allocation of water to the 
refuges. Water required for lease land farming does not count 
against the Refuge Allocation (KBRA Section 15.1.2.D.i). See 
Klamathrestoration.gov for a copy of the KBRA.  
 
The Draft EIS/EIR addresses the issue of runoff from agriculture in 
the Upper Klamath basin through inclusion of the Klamath River 
TMDLs as part of the set of reasonably foreseeable future actions 
that would be implemented under the Proposed Action and the 
other alternatives. Section 3.2.4.3.2.10 KBRA (pages 3.2-125 to 

No 
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Comment Author Clark, Jim 
Agency/Assoc. Redwood Region Audubon Society 
Submittal Date November 17, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

3.2-132) presents a programmatic analysis of potential KBRA 
effects on water quality under the Proposed Action including 
wetland-related and water supply projects that would also affect 
nutrients in the Upper Klamath Basin. Resource management 
actions implemented under KBRA as part of the Proposed Action 
would accelerate long-term improvements in water quality 
anticipated from the TMDLs. 
 
Future refuge management decisions with respect to lease land 
farming would be speculative and are beyond the scope of the 
analysis of this EIS/EIR. 

   
AO_WI_1117_031-4 The states of CA and OR have developed TMDLs for the Klamath 

river in accordance with the Clean Water Act, and California Water 
Code Division 7, Chapter 4 Article 3 and OAR Chapter 340, 
Division 42, respectively. Section 3.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR, Water 
Quality, describes the TMDLs in detail. The TMDLs will remain in 
effect following the transfer of ownership of Keno Dam. Although 
the transfer of ownership of Keno Dam is not intended to improve 
water quality, the Fisheries Restoration Plan (FRP) of the KBRA 
specifies that it will include, but may not be limited to, water quality 
improvements, permanent protection of riparian vegetation, 
measures to prevent and control excessive sediment inputs, and 
remediation of fish passage problems, among others. The Phase I 
Plan of the FRP will address management and reduction of 
organic and nutrient loads in and above Keno Impoundment/Lake 
Ewauna and in the Klamath River downstream (KBRA Section 
10.1.2). Prior to the measures taking effect, and until they result in 
water quality in Keno Impoundment being adequate for fish, 
anadromous fish will be trapped below Keno dam and transported 
above Keno dam to avoid the area of impaired water quality. 

No 

   
AO_WI_1117_031-5 Concern #1: “The Draft EIS/EIR fails to adequately address the 

impact of Upper Klamath Lake water quality to post dam removal 
water quality.” 
 
Master Response WQ-5  Upper Basin Geology and Land Use 
Implications for Water Quality  
 
Master Response WQ-4 Hydroelectric Project Impacts to Water 
Quality & Anticipated KHSA/KBRA Improvements.   
 
Concern #2: “Under the KBRA/KHSA, Upper Klamath Lake would 
continue to be used as a reservoir for storage of water for 
distribution to irrigators and the downstream Klamath River. 
Increased capacity based on re-flooding subsided former marshes 
(Williamson River Delta) is part of this plan.” Also part of Concern 
#2: “Management of functional marshes around Upper Klamath 

No 
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Comment Author Clark, Jim 
Agency/Assoc. Redwood Region Audubon Society 
Submittal Date November 17, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

Lake that formerly stabilized nutrients and controlled algae will 
require nearly continuous hydraulic connectivity with the lake 
which, due to subsidence of former pastureland, will require a 
lower lake level with limited level fluctuation. This may result in 
less storage capacity, not more, and generate a conflict between 
water quality and quantity.” 
 
Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4.3.2.10 KBRA (pages 3.2-125 to 3.2-
132) presents a programmatic analysis of potential KBRA effects 
on water quality including wetland-related projects such as the 
Wood River Wetland Restoration Project. Under KBRA, wetland 
restoration projects are included along with water supply projects 
like the Water Diversion Limitations program, the WURP, and the 
Interim Flow and Lake Level Program (see also Section 3.8.4.3, 
pages 3.8-18 to 3.8-24), to address the challenges inherent in 
balancing environmental and agricultural needs for water in the 
Upper Klamath Basin. The Williamson River Delta Project is 
considered under the No Action/No project Alternative (see 
Section 3.2.4.3.1, pages 3.2-47 to 3.2-76). Underway since 2007, 
this project, along with the Agency Lake and Barnes Ranches 
Project, is intended to restore wetlands for endangered fish 
species and improve water quality in Upper Klamath Lake.  

   
AO_WI_1117_031-6 Concern #1: The Draft EIS/EIR fails to adequately evaluate the 

effect of the dam impoundments on nutrient conversion. Although 
the toxic algae in the lower impoundments would be reduced or 
eliminated by dam removal, the algal role in nutrient conversion of 
this alga has not been quantified.  
 
Response #1:  Existing data and analyses summarized in Draft 
EIS/EIR Section 3.2.3.4 Nutrients (pages 3.2-24 to 3.2-26) and 
(Appendix) Section C.3 (pages C-19 to C-34) indicate that on an 
annual basis the reservoirs at the Four Facilities intercept and 
retain phosphorus and nitrogen. However, on a seasonal basis, 
phosphorus and, to a lesser degree, nitrogen can be released 
from reservoir sediments during periods of algal decomposition 
and seasonal hypolimnetic anoxia in the reservoirs. While the 
nutrient release does not always occur at seasonally problematic 
times, in many years total phosphorus concentrations during 
August through October have been observed to be higher 
downstream of Iron Gate Dam than upstream of Copco 1 
Reservoir corresponding to peak in-reservoir algal blooms and 
indicating that some release of nutrients can occur at times that 
downstream periphyton growth may be stimulated (see Draft 
EIS/EIR, Appendix C, p.C-28). As detailed in Section 3.2.4.3.2.3 
(see pages 3.2-100 to 3.2-104), under the Proposed Action 
nitrogen and phosphorus would no longer be trapped by the dams. 
This would result in very small annual increases in total 

No 
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Comment Author Clark, Jim 
Agency/Assoc. Redwood Region Audubon Society 
Submittal Date November 17, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

phosphorus and relatively larger annual increases in total nitrogen 
in the Klamath River immediately downstream of Iron Gate Dam. 
The anticipated increases in nutrients would diminish with distance 
downstream.  
 
Concern #2: What threats to fish and wildlife, if any, to these 
nutrients pose down river during low flows?  
 
Response #2:  Nutrients alone do not pose a threat to aquatic 
organisms or wildlife. Rather, how nutrients are processed by 
primary producers (i.e., algae) in the river and the related impacts 
on other water quality indicators (i.e., dissolved oxygen, pH) that 
are important to wildlife. Despite the overall increase in nutrients 
under the Proposed Action, it is not anticipated that productivity 
(i.e., periphyton growth) in the river downstream of the Project 
dams would be substantially affected. Dissolved oxygen and pH 
would also not be substantially affected such that they would not 
support fish and wildlife health and designated beneficial uses. 
Therefore, the increase in nutrients under the Proposed Action 
would be a less-than-significant effect.  
 
Concern #3: Polluted water from this river system dams are 
adversely affecting fish and wildlife along the river. Polluted water 
from the Klamath Basin has both direct and indirect effect on 
wildlife in our area and thus both direct and indirect effect on 
coastal economies.  
 
Response #3:  Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.2.3 Water Quality 
Impairments (see pages 3.2-13 to 3.2-14) addresses Klamath 
River water bodies and their water quality impaired status with 
both states (California, Oregon) and United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA). Section 303(d) of the Clean Water 
Act requires states to identify water bodies that do not meet water 
quality objectives and are not supporting their designated 
beneficial uses, including fish and wildlife beneficial uses for 
freshwater, estuarine, and marine environments (i.e., including 
coastal habitats). Section 3.2.2.4 Total Maximum Daily Loads 
(TMDLs) summarizes why Klamath TMDLs must be developed 
and implemented and provides a brief summary of the nine 
Klamath Basin TMDLs.  
 
Master Responses WQ-4B, C, D  Hydroelectric Project Impacts to 
Water Quality & Anticipated KHSA/KBRA Improvements.  

   
AO_WI_1117_031-7 The Draft EIS/EIR fails to adequately evaluate the current effects 

of the dams and likely effect of their removal to near shore ocean 
waters and coastal wildlife. Salmonids returning to the Pacific 
Ocean provide food for coastal seabirds such as cormorants, 

Yes 

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses

Vol. III, 11.7-87 - December 2012



Comment Author Clark, Jim 
Agency/Assoc. Redwood Region Audubon Society 
Submittal Date November 17, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

murres, and osprey. Bald eagles used to be much more common 
along the coast. Since the dams were built we have witnessed a 
decline of over 6000 jobs in the fishing industry in cities along the 
coast of Mendocino, Humboldt, and Del Norte counties of 
California and Curry County, Oregon. Recently, many dead 
common murres have washed up along our beaches. Some of this 
die-off is caused by red-tide, a harmful algal bloom. Healthy, well-
fed birds have more resistance to the organisms causing red-tide. 
 
Master Response TERR-1 Terrestrial Benefits of Restoring 
Salmon Passage. 
 
It is difficult to quantify the effects the dams currently have on 
coastal seabird populations.  It is also difficult to quantitatively 
model, and beyond the scope of this EIR/EIS to analyze, the 
positive effects that salmonid population improvements from dam 
removal would have on coastal seabird species. It is assumed that 
improvements to salmonid populations from dam removal, as 
describe in EIS/EIR Section 3.3, will be beneficial to near-shore 
and pelagic seabird populations.  The effects of dam removal on 
the near shore environment are discussed in EIS/EIR Sections 3.2 
for water quality, 3.3 for aquatic resources, 3.4 for algae, and 3.5 
for terrestrial resources such as birds.  EIS/EIR Section 3.15 
discusses the Proposed Action's impact on fishing-related jobs. 

   
AO_WI_1117_031-8 Master Response TERR-1 Terrestrial Benefits of Restoring 

Salmon Passage.  
Yes 

Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR

Vol. III, 11.7-88 - December 2012



AO_LT_1230_061

Duplicate of AO_WI_1117_031

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses

Vol. III, 11.7-89 - December 2012



Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR

Vol. III, 11.7-90 - December 2012
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Comment 2 - Terrestrial

Comment 3 - Water Quality
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Comment Author Clark, Jim 
Agency/Assoc. Redwood Region Audubon Society 
Submittal Date December 30, 2011 
 

Portions of this letter are verbatim duplicates of comments submitted in the comment author’s submittal 
coded - AO_WI_1117_031. Responses to those initial comments that were duplicated in this letter are 
presented in this EIS/EIR alongside AO_WI_1117_031. Responses to comments provided in this letter 
that were not also submitted as a part of AO_WI_1117_031 are listed below. 
 
Comment Code Comment Response Change in 

EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1230_061-1 Although the comment is somewhat unclear, the commenter 
seems to assert that by signing the KHSA and the KBRA, the lead 
agencies did not comply with CEQA and NEPA.  Under CEQA, a 
public agency must prepare an EIR on any project the agency 
proposes to “carry out or approve” if that project may have 
significant environmental effects (Pub. Resources Code section 
21100, subd. (a), 21151, subd. (a).)  CEQA applies only to 
discretionary government activities that qualify as “projects.”  
“Projects” are defined by CEQA to mean the whole of the action 
which has the potential for resulting in either a direct physical 
change in the environment or a reasonably foreseeable indirect 
physical change in the environment (CEQA Guidelines section 
15378).  The signing of the KHSA and KBRA documents 
themselves did not have significant environmental effects.  In 
addition, the KHSA contemplated that environmental compliance 
would be completed by the Lead Agencies (KHSA, section 3.2.5.) 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_061-2 Appendix I is a list of Special Status Species that could potentially 

occur in the project area. The list came from various sources, 
including PacifiCorp, California National Diversity Database 
(CNDDB), Oregon Biodiversity Information Center (ORBIC), the 
Fish and Wildlife Service Birds of Conservation Concern, 2008, 
and the Klamath Bird Observatory records, etc.  eBird was not 
used as a source as this is an observation database and is not an 
indicator of special status species or what is expected to occur. 
Changes to the taxonomic order have been made, where 
necessary. Terms in the Status block are defined at the bottom of 
Appendix I. The following species have been added to Appendix I: 
Redhead, California Swainson’s thrush, yellow-headed blackbird, 
eared grebe, marbled godwit, and Brewer's sparrow. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_061-3 Concern #1 Dam removal will only be effective if water quality 

going into the middle reach of the Klamath is of good quality. 
Otherwise, fish killing conditions might only be moved upstream 
and downstream from the dam removal locations. 
 
Master Response WQ-4  Hydroelectric Project Impacts to Water 
Quality & Anticipated KHSA/KBRA Improvements.  
 
Master Response WQ-27 Nutrient Retention With Dams, Nutrient 
Release Without Dams, and Periphyton.  
 
Master Response AQU-27 Disease. 

No 
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Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

 
Concern #2 The Draft EIS/EIR does not adequately address the 
impacts of water quality on birds and other wildlife. 
 
Master Response WQ-23 Dam Removal Water Quality Effects on 
Terrestrial Species. 
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Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1229_059-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1229_059-2 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record.  No 
   
AO_LT_1229_059-3 The current USFWS and National Marine Fisheries Service 

(NOAA Fisheries Service) Biological Opinions (BO) are the result 
of ESA Section 7 consultations with Reclamation for current water 
operations in the Klamath River. These analyses and resultant 
BOs were established under the current water operations regime 
that includes four operating hydropower facilities.  The proposed 
river flows and lake levels under KBRA would require a new 
Klamath River operations plan that would require its own 
compliance under the ESA.  The need for KBRA river operations 
to meet “current ESA flow requirements” would only be 
established under that separate and distinct ESA consultation. 
Therefore, currently the Klamath River management operations 
would not be applicable under a KBRA scenario where the dams 
are removed, and new ESA Section 7 consultations would need to 
occur once a new water operations plan is established that 
includes KBRA programs and activities. 
 
Master Response AQU-9 Minimum Flows for Fish.  
 
The KBRA does not supersede existing laws or regulations and 
does not exempt any actions from compliance with ESA or the 
California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Reclamation’s 
Klamath Project level actions and decisions would continue to be 
made in compliance with existing laws and regulations. 
 
Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8-Dam 
Removal Without KBRA from Detailed Study.  
 
The KBRA is analyzed as a connected action. NEPA defines 
connected actions as those actions that are closely related or 
cannot or would not proceed unless other actions are taken 
previously or simultaneously (40 CFR 1508.25(a)(1)(ii)).  Some 
actions or component elements of the KBRA are independent 
obligations and thus have independent utility from the KHSA, but 
the implementation of several significant elements of the KBRA 
package would be different, if the determination under the KHSA is 
not to pursue full dam removal (see Table 1-1). Recognizing that 
implementation of many elements of the KBRA are unknown and 
not reasonably foreseeable at this time, the connected action 
analysis is being undertaken at a programmatic level.  
 
The KBRA analysis in this EIS/EIR is programmatic, as described 
in Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines. A program-level 
document is appropriate when a project consists of a series of 

No 
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Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

smaller projects or phases that may be implemented separately. 
Under the programmatic EIR approach, future projects or phases 
may require additional, project-specific environmental analysis 
including an evaluation of compliance with Federal laws such as 
the Clean Water Act and the Endangered Species Act. 
Consequently, appropriate NEPA compliance would be completed 
for the separate KBRA components in the future.  
 
An analysis of non-KBRA restoration alternatives and alternative 
refuge management is not required.  NEPA does not require 
analysis of alternatives to connected actions such as KBRA.   
 
The EIS/EIR includes analysis of the No Action/No Project 
Alternative in great detail.  This information is contained in the 
“Effects Determinations” sections of each resource area. The No 
Action/No Project Alternative includes Reclamation’s Biological 
Opinions that require certain flow and lake level in accordance 
with ESA.   
 
KBRA Section 9.2.1.A specifically excludes the Lost River basin 
from the Fisheries Reintroduction and Restoration programs. 
Other actions that may occur within that basin would be 
speculative and are beyond the scope of this EIS/EIR. 
 
Potential impacts of the KBRA on the Upper Klamath Lake, 
potential effects related to water and power use and management 
of the Reclamation Klamath Project, or effects related to refuge 
management are analyzed programmatically. Specifically effects 
are likely to be related to water supply Section 3.8, water quality 
Section 3.2, and aquatic resources Section 3.3. Future projects or 
phases for separate KBRA components may require additional, 
project-specific environmental analysis including an evaluation of 
compliance with Federal laws such as the Clean Water Act and 
the Endangered Species Act. Consequently, National 
Environmental Policy Act, and any other appropriate regulatory 
compliance would be completed in the future. 
 
Commercial farming on the refuges is part of the existing 
conditions on the refuges.  Management of all aspects of the 
Klamath Basin National Wildlife Refuge Complex, would remain 
subject to its Comprehensive Conservation Plan (currently in 
progress), National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act, the 
Kuchel Act, and all other applicable laws, regulations and policies.  
This EIS/EIR analyzes the effect of removing the Four Facilities 
consistent with the KHSA and the connected KBRA.  KBRA 
provides more reliable access to water and funds for additional 
wildlife habitat conservation and management, but does not 
predetermine refuge management.   Future refuge management  
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Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

decisions with respect to lease land farming would be speculative 
and are beyond the scope of the analysis of this EIS/EIR 
 
Though the KBRA does not dictate management of commercial 
farming on the refuges, the KBRA would change water delivery to 
irrigated agriculture and the refuges.  A full analysis of the impact 
of Alternative 2 and 3 on waterfowl, nongame waterbirds, and 
habitat management by refuge is found in EIS/EIR Section 3.5.  
Using the Water Resource Integrated Modeling System (WRIMS), 
the USFWS (2012) conducted an analysis of the effects of Water 
Diversion Limitations, On-Project Plan, WURP, and Interim Flow 
and Lake Level Programs on the three National Wildlife Refuges. 
Generally this analysis showed that water management which 
would lead to additional water supply and would be expected to 
increase the number of waterfowl using the National Wildlife 
Refuges. 
 
The analysis of these water management programs under KBRA 
found beneficial effects to the Lower Klamath National Wildlife 
Refuge waterfowl, nongame waterbirds, and habitat management, 
and beneficial effects to Tule Lake National Wildlife Refuge 
waterfowl, nongame waterbirds, and habitat management.  For 
Upper Klamath National Wildlife Refuge, the analysis indicated 
that overall there would be a less than significant impact as there 
is an adverse effect on wetland habitat and some waterfowl; 
however, there is a beneficial effect on other waterfowl and 
nongame waterbirds.  For a full description of this analysis please 
see Draft EIS/EIR 3.5-76 to 3.5-80. 
 
The purpose of the NEPA and CEQA environmental review 
process is to disclose to decisionmakers and the public the 
significant environmental effects of a proposed action or project 
(40 CFR Section 1502.1). NEPA requires a discussion of the 
potential socioeconomic impacts of the action alternatives and 
EIS/EIR includes a socioeconomic analysis for the KBRA 
provisions of the Proposed action.  However neither NEPA nor 
CEQA require an analysis of the costs of the drought plan, water 
subsidies, power subsidies, debt cancellation, special contracts, 
and refuge leaseland revenue sharing as part of the Proposed 
Action. Therefore, it is beyond the scope of this EIS/EIR to analyze 
the costs of implementing the Proposed Action or to examine 
alternatives specifically because they may be more or less costly. 
 
However, cost would be considered by the Secretary of the Interior 
when making the Determination on whether or not to remove the 
four Klamath Facilities on the Klamath River. More detailed 
information on the costs of implementing the Proposed Action are 
presented in the reports titled Klamath Dam Removal Overview 
Report for the Secretary of the Interior, An Assessment of Science 
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Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

and Technical Information (Department of the Interior, 2012), 
available to the public at the following Web site: 
http://klamathrestoration.gov/. 
 
The EIS/EIR analyzed regional socioeconomic effects on irrigated 
agriculture (Section 3.15.3.7).  Based on the hydrologic modeling 
for the Proposed Action, effects to irrigated agriculture were 
evaluated for provisions in KBRA.  The drought plan as an 
influence on hydrology was included in this evaluation.  Overall the 
Proposed Action found a positive effect on irrigated agriculture by 
allowing for additional farming in drought years. 

The cost of operating Link River Dam and Keno Dam are paid for 
by PacifiCorp. As part of the negotiated agreement, a portion of 
lease land revenues collected from farming would be used to 
offset the cost of operating and maintaining the two dams (KBRA 
Appendix A.H.5.a).  Though the Department of the Interior may 
direct Reclamation to take ownership of Link River and Keno Dam, 
Reclamation is not likely to assume the full cost of operating Link 
River Dam and Keno Dam.  Additionally, without authority for 
Department of the Interior to enter into KBRA or to transfer Link 
River Dam and Keno Dam any assessment on the consistency of 
Reclamation law on cost sharing would be speculative.   

AO_LT_1229_059-4 Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8-Dam 
Removal Without KBRA from Detailed Plan. 
 
Master Response ALT-4 describes the reasons that Alternative 8 
was not carried forward for more detailed analysis in the EIS/EIR.  
The comment also describes impacts that occur with or without 
implementation of the KBRA.  The EIS/EIR analyzes the KBRA as 
a programmatic element of Alternatives 2 and 3 in each resource 
area.  Specific responses to the comments include: 
 
1. The KBRA does not subsidize farming on the NWRs. The KBRA 

does not require the LKNWR and TLNWR to allow or continue 
lease land farming.  Management of Refuge lease lands would 
remain subject to the Refuge System Improvement Act, the 
Kuchel Act, and all other applicable laws, regulations and 
policies. The parties would pursue collaborative conservation 
measures on the lease lands, including walking wetlands, as 
well as other practices beneficial to wildlife. The USFWS would 
maintain the ultimate administrative control over the lease lands. 
Under this provision, the Refuge would receive 20 percent of net 
lease revenues for implementation of conservation practices on 
the Refuge. This EIS/EIR analyzes the effect of removing the 
Four Facilities.  Future refuge management decisions with  
respect to lease land farming would be speculative and are 
beyond the scope of the analysis of this EIS/EIR.  

No 

Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR

Vol. III, 11.7-136 - December 2012



Comment Author DeVoe, John 
Agency/Assoc. Waterwatch 
Submittal Date December 29, 2012 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

2. The comment does not indicate what the “best means of 
achieving water security” would be or how it would affect the 
environmental analysis.  Under the KBRA, the USFWS would 
have standing to receive water for use on the NWR.  Water 
allocations and delivery obligations would be established for the 
LKNWR and TLNWR increasing the certainty of water 
deliveries.  The current allocation to the refuges during drought 
years is 0.0 acre-feet.  Under the KBRA, the NWRs would be 
guaranteed an allocation that could range from 48,000 acre-feet 
in normal to wet years down to 24,000 acre-feet in drier years.  
As a water user, they would be required to pay for water 
delivery like all other users.  The KBRA does not supersede 
existing laws or regulations.  Reclamation’s Klamath Project 
level actions and decisions would continue to be made in 
compliance with existing laws and regulations. 

 
 The NWRs would receive sufficient water for wildlife purposes in 

nine of ten years according to modeling (Mauser and Mayer 
2011).  If the KBRA had been in place in 2009, the summer 
water delivery to LKNWR would have been 48,000 AF which is 
about twice as much water as the refuge actually received in 
2009.  

 
 Water supplies under KBRA, in an average water year, would 

result in significantly more wetland habitats which are estimated 
to provide habitat for more than 8,000 additional nongame 
waterbirds compared to existing conditions.  The increase in 
non-game waterbird numbers is even greater in drier years 
(Mauser and Mayer 2011). 

 
3. The KBRA would guarantee a water supply to refuges; 

therefore, it is not clear how the KBRA would make “wildlife 
refuges subservient to the purpose of the Klamath Irrigation 
Project.”  The KBRA would elevate the standing of the refuges 
to the level of other Reclamation Klamath Project water users.  
For the first time, KBRA would provide the refuge authority to 
order water delivery through Klamath Reclamation Project 
pumping facilities including D-Plant and several pumping plants 
on the Straits Drain.  

 
4. The KBRA does not subsidize groundwater pumping, and the 

potential KBRA effects on groundwater are analyzed in the Draft 
EIS/EIR Section 3.7, Ground Water. 

 
 KBRA Section 15.2.1 describes the purpose of the yet to be 

developed On-Project Plan.  The On-Project Plan is to contain 
goals related to groundwater pumping as provided in the plan.  
The KBRA requires that a plan be developed for monitoring 
springs that supply cool water and base flows to the Klamath 
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River upstream of Copco 1 Dam to ensure that groundwater 
pumping does not have an adverse effect on the springs or 
salmonid use of the river.  The On-Project Plan is also to include 
consideration of a variety of techniques to align supply and 
demand including conservation easements, forbearance 
agreements, conjunctive use programs, efficiency measures, 
land acquisitions, water acquisitions, groundwater development, 
groundwater substitution, other voluntary transactions, water 
storage, and any other applicable measures. A portion of the 
funds to develop and implement the On-Project Plan may be 
used to supply water from groundwater sources, but the 
application of this method would be limited by the limitation on 
effects to specified springs.  The KBRA also contains provisions 
that specify that the funds are not to be used to develop new 
wells unless they can demonstrate that there would not be an 
adverse effect on springs and the definition of adverse effect 
may be modified if monitoring shows that there is an effect on 
fisheries.  It is not known at this time how these various 
concerns would be balanced in the On-Project Plan.   

 
The KBRA does not supersede existing laws or regulations and 
does not exempt any actions from compliance with NEPA, 
CEQA, ESA, or CESA.  As plans and programs are developed 
under the KBRA, they would be made in compliance with 
existing laws and regulations including opportunities for public 
review and comment. 
 
Based on the prohibition against an adverse effect to springs in 
the Klamath River and the beneficial effects of the limitations on 
water diversions that would be provided with implementation of 
the On-Project Plan, the EIS/EIR conclusions at this 
programmatic level are reasonable.  As detailed plans are 
developed, they would need to comply with existing laws and 
regulations and if there are Federal or State agency actions 
related to those plans, then public review under NEPA and 
CEQA would occur. 

 
5. The Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3, Aquatic Resources, analyzes 

impacts to aquatic resources associated with the flow and lake 
levels from the KBRA. More information on flows for fish is 
included in Master Response AQU-11 (in the Aquatic 
Resources responses).  

 
6. The Power for Water Management Program of the KBRA is not 

a “power subsidy”.  The program includes three elements 
including an interim power program, a Federal power program, 
and a renewable power program.  The interim power program is 
intended to provide power to eligible users at a power cost 
target that is at or below the average cost for similar drainage 
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projects in the surrounding area.  The EIS/EIR notes that there 
are many factors that affect electricity rates and thus it is difficult 
to assess how rates may change, if at all.  Appendix C-2 
indicates an estimated amount of $7.6M for the interim power 
program.  The Federal power program is intended to obtain an 
allocation of cost-effective power from the Bonneville Power 
Administration.  Again, as the EIS/EIR notes, it is difficult to 
predict what future electricity rates would be and although a 
source may be cost-efficient that does not predict whether the 
rates would be higher or lower than existing rates.  There is an 
estimated $1M allocated for the Federal power program in 
Appendix C-2.  The largest portion of the Power for Water 
Management Program is directed at increasing power efficiency 
and developing new renewable sources of power.  While these 
actions may result in lower power rates, it is difficult to predict 
how rates may change, if at all.  There is an estimated $41M 
allocated in Appendix C-2 for the efficiency and renewable 
energy programs.  In addition, power rates are only one factor in 
an individual landowner’s decisions about irrigation and water 
use.  These relationships are described in the EIS/EIR. 

 
7. The Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3, Aquatic Resources, finds that 

diversion limitations would benefit several aquatic species (see 
Volume 1, page 3.3-170). 

 
8. Diversion limitations guarantee water to the refuge when the No 

Action/No Project Alternative would include no deliveries.  
Under dam removal with implementation of the KBRA, the 
refuges would, for the first time in more than 100 years, receive 
a certainty of water delivery. The LKNWR would be provided 
with a Refuge Allocation (Apr–Oct) of 48,000 AF in dry water 
years, increasing incrementally to 60,000 AF in wet water years. 
Even the dry year allocation of 48,000 AF would provide for full 
refuge needs in 88 percent of years. The current allocation to 
the refuges during drought years is 0.0 AF. 

 
 The NWRs would receive sufficient water for wildlife purposes in 

nine of ten years according to modeling (Mauser and Mayer 
2011).  If the KBRA had been in place in 2009, the summer 
water delivery to LKNWR would have been 48,000 AF which is 
about twice as much water as the refuge actually received in 
2009.  

 
9. Water deliveries to commercial farming operations on refuge 

lands come from the irrigator’s water supply not the Refuge 
Allocation. The KBRA provides for an allocation of water to the 
refuges for refuge purposes.  Water required for lease land 
farming does not count against the Refuge Allocation (KBRA 
Section 15.1.2.D.i).  If there is a dry year, the water diversions to 
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Reclamation’s Klamath Project would be reduced in accordance 
with the formula developed in the KBRA.  This would reduce the 
amount of water available to both commercial farmers and the 
refuges.  The KBRA provides for a more equitable process of 
sharing water shortages among all users on Reclamation’s 
Klamath Project. 

   
AO_LT_1229_059-5 Master Response ALT-3 Elimination of Alternative 13-Federal 

Takeover of the Klamath Hydroelectric Project from Detailed 
Study.  
 
Master Response ALT-3 describes why Alternative 13 was not 
carried forward for further analysis in the EIS/EIR.  The timeframe 
for dam removal under Alternative 13 would be generally the same 
as the timeframe under Alternatives 2 or 3.  However, the interim 
measures included in the KHSA provide a benefit before dam 
removal that would not be realized with Alternative 13.  
Additionally, ESA-related requirements to protect fish would 
continue to be in effect until dam removal.  The comment indicates 
that the interim measures may not be adequate to protect fish; 
however, any “harm from dam operations” would trigger another 
consultation with the resources agencies. 
 
The cited text in the Draft EIS/EIR has been edited to read 
“Alternative 13 will not move forward for more detailed analysis in 
the EIS/EIR because the environmental impacts of dam removal 
would be generally the same (and have generally the same 
timeframe) as the dam removal impacts under Alternative 2.” 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1229_059-6 NEPA’s Forty Most Asked Questions from CEQ include a 

discussion of the No Action Alternative.  It describes what should 
be included for different types of projects, including projects 
involving Federal decisions on proposals for projects, which is 
relevant for this EIS/EIR. “’No action’ in such cases would mean 
the proposed activity would not take place, and the resulting 
environmental effects from taking no action would be compared 
with the effects of permitting the proposed activity or an alternative 
activity to go forward.” 
 
Under the Alternative 1 as described in the Draft EIS/EIR Section 
2.4.2, PacifiCorp would need to obtain a long-term operating 
license from the FERC to replace the existing annual license. 
PacifiCorp would resume relicensing proceedings with FERC to 
obtain the required long-term operating license. Until that unknown 
time, PacifiCorp would continue to operate under an annual 
license. There is no basis to speculate, as the commenter does, 
about what PacifiCorp or FERC might do in the absence of the 
KHSA/KBRA.  The No Action/No Project Alternative, as described, 
is the most reasonable assumption of future conditions. Among 
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the action alternatives, Alternative 4: Passage at Four Dams, as 
described in Final EIS 2.4.5, describes a scenario where KHSA 
terminates and the requirements for fish passage as set forward 
by the prior FERC relicensing proceedings are implemented.  
 
The comment includes some assumptions about the likely 
outcome of the Oregon Klamath Adjudication, which seem highly 
speculative.  Additionally, the adjudication is many years from 
producing a final decree. 

   
AO_LT_1229_059-7 The commenter suggests that the EIS/EIR should include 

restoration alternatives other then the KBRA.  The Lead Agencies 
recognize that restoring the Klamath Basin is a complicated  
 
process and that there are several approaches that can be taken 
towards restoration.  But as explained more fully in:  
 
Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8-Dam 
Removal Without KBRA from Detailed Study. 
 
Dam removal contemplated under the KHSA cannot be 
implemented without implementing the KBRA.  Therefore, an 
alternative that would implement a restoration project other than 
the KBRA is not feasible.  Also as explained in Master Response 
ALT-4, KBRA as it is contemplated in the actual agreement is a 
whole program and one cannot implement some KBRA 
components but not others and still expect it to yield the same 
benefits as full implementation of the KBRA. 
 
Even if the Draft EIS/EIR did include alternatives to the KBRA, the 
alternatives described in the comment have several weaknesses: 
 
- The commenter contends that there is an alternative that could 

provide “guaranteed Klamath River flows and Klamath Lake 
levels for fish based on the best available science,” but does not 
identify what study or studies he contends constitute the “best 
available science.” What constitutes the “best available science” 
in the Klamath Basin has been a matter of heated controversy for 
decades, and one reason why the KBRA was negotiated. 

 
- The commenter contends that an alternative should be 

considered that provides more water to fish and refuges by 
reducing irrigation water demand beyond levels in the KBRA, but 
he does not provide any specifics as to what levels those would 
be that would provide “a more reasonable balance” or “a more 
sustainable water regime” for the Klamath Basin. 

 
- It is unclear how the suggestions in the comment would be 
different from the provisions of the KBRA as analyzed in the 
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EIS/EIR.  The KBRA does not require the LKNWR Lake and 
TLNWR to allow or continue lease land farming.  Management of 
Refuge lease lands would remain subject to the Refuge System 
Improvement Act, the Kuchel Act, and all other applicable laws, 
regulations and policies. The parties would pursue collaborative 
conservation measures on the lease lands, including walking 
wetlands, as well as other practices beneficial to wildlife. The 
USFWS would maintain the ultimate administrative control over 
the lease lands. Under this provision, the Refuge would benefit 
from receipt of 20 percent of net lease revenues for 
implementation of conservation practices on the Refuge. 

   
AO_LT_1229_059-8 The purpose of the NEPA and CEQA environmental review 

process is to disclose to decisionmakers and the public the 
significant environmental effects of a proposed action or project 
(40 CFR Section 1502.1). NEPA requires a discussion of the 
potential socioeconomic impacts of the action alternatives and 
EIS/EIR includes a socioeconomic analysis for the KBRA 
provisions of the Proposed action.  

However neither NEPA nor CEQA require an analysis of the costs 
of the water subsidies, power subsidies, debt cancellation, special 
contracts, Federal assumption of Keno and Link River Dam 
operational costs, and refuge lease land revenue sharing as part 
of the Proposed Action. Therefore, it is beyond the scope of this 
EIS/EIR to analyze the costs of implementing the Proposed Action 
or to examine alternatives specifically because they may be more 
or less costly. 

However, cost would be considered by the Secretary of the Interior 
when making the Determination on whether or not to remove the 
four Klamath Facilities on the Klamath River. More information on 
the costs of implementing the Proposed Action are presented in 
the reports titled Klamath Dam Removal Overview Report for the 
Secretary of the Interior, An Assessment of Science and Technical 
Information (Department of the Interior, 2012), available to the 
public at the following Web site:  http://klamathrestoration.gov/. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1229_059-9 On-Project Plan Summary:

The KBRA does not supersede existing laws or regulations and 
does not exempt any actions from compliance with NEPA, CEQA, 
ESA, or CESA.  As plans and programs are developed under the 
KBRA, they would be made in compliance with existing laws and 
regulations including opportunities for public review and comment. 
Consultation under ESA for various elements of the KBRA does 
not presume that there would be approval of any particular flow 
regime.   
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The KBRA is analyzed in this EIS/EIR programmatically.  The 
KBRA includes programs that would undergo detailed 
development and analysis in the future.  The KBRA analysis, 
however, is programmatic, as described in Section 15168 of the 
CEQA Guidelines, because the details of this plan are unknown 
and not reasonably foreseeable at this time.  A program-level 
document is appropriate when a project consists of a series of 
smaller projects or phases that may be implemented separately.  
These programs would likely undergo detailed development and 
analysis in the future. Therefore, it is anticipated additional 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analyses for the suite of 
actions contained in KBRA would be tiered as appropriate to this 
EIS/EIR. 
 
The KBRA is analyzed as a connected action. NEPA defines 
connected actions as those actions that are closely related or 
cannot or would not proceed unless other actions are taken 
previously or simultaneously (40 CFR 1508.25(a)(1)(ii)).13 Some 
actions or component elements of the KBRA are independent 
obligations and thus have independent utility from the KHSA, but 
the implementation of several significant elements of the KBRA 
package would be different, if the determination under the KHSA is 
not to pursue full dam removal (see Table 1-1). Recognizing that 
implementation of many elements of the KBRA are unknown and 
not reasonably foreseeable at this time, the connected action 
analysis is being undertaken at a programmatic level. The KBRA 
analysis in this EIS/EIR is programmatic, as described in Section 
15168 of the CEQA Guidelines. A program-level document is 
appropriate when a project consists of a series of smaller projects 
or phases that may be implemented separately. Under the 
programmatic EIR approach, future projects or phases may 
require additional, project-specific environmental analysis 
including an evaluation of compliance with Federal laws such as 
the Clean Water Act and the Endangered Species Act. 
Consequently, appropriate NEPA compliance would be completed 
for the separate KBRA components in the future.  
 
An analysis of permanent demand reduction program is not 
required.  NEPA does not require analysis of alternatives to 
connected actions such as KBRA.   

 
AO_LT_1229_059-10 Page 3.3-143: 

The comment does not provide any data to refute the conclusion 
of the EIS/EIR and therefore no change was made to the analysis. 
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AO_LT_1229_059-11 On-Project Plan Implementation:

As described in section 3.7.4.3 of the EIS/EIR, under Alternative 2, 
implementation of the KBRA is expected to have a less than 
significant effect on groundwater resources in the long term by 
providing measures to monitor and protect groundwater where 
none currently exist.  For example, if KBRA’s Water Diversion 
Limitations program were in place during 2010, instead of 
receiving approximately 185,000 af of water, irrigators would have 
received 330,000 af, an increase of approximately 145,000 af.  As 
a result, groundwater pumping would likely have been much less 
than what occurred in 2010.  Also, contrary to the comment 
author’s assumption, implementation of the On-Project Plan could 
include management, efficiency, or conservation measures; land 
acquisitions, additional storage, or agreements for Klamath Project 
irrigators to forebear the use of water from Upper Klamath Lake or 
the Klamath River.  New production irrigation wells would not be 
allowed if an irrigator has a surface water forebearance or similar 
agreement under the On-Project Plan.  Also, Oregon law 
concerning limits on groundwater pumping are to be applied in 
both the California and Oregon side of Reclamation‘s Klamath 
Project as part of the On-Project Plan.  The KBRA also includes 
implementation of a work plan that involves evaluating and 
monitoring groundwater levels within the Upper Klamath Basin 
where none currently occurs, and analysis and reporting of such 
data to better inform the public agencies.  Moreover, KBRA would 
also provide a new source of funding to remedy any adverse 
impacts that could arise from groundwater use.  Given the 
aforementioned actions to reduce groundwater pumping, increase 
monitoring, and increase funding related to groundwater, the Lead 
Agencies expect the KBRA to slow, halt, or reverse the declining 
trend in groundwater levels over the past decade (i.e. since 2001) 
and serve to protect existing or future permitted land uses as well 
as surface water conditions and related resources.  
 
If spring flows were reduced by 6% the impact on the KBRA 
Klamath River flows would be less than significant.  The volume of 
flow from the springs and the volume of water in the river make the 
decrease detectable and an appropriate monitoring threshold.  For 
a complete analysis see section 3.7.4.3.    
 
As the comment author notes, “a water plan does not yet exist that 
can be evaluated”.  Therefore, The KBRA is analyzed in this 
EIS/EIR programmatically.  The KBRA includes programs that 
would undergo detailed development and analysis in the future.  
The KBRA analysis, however, is programmatic, as described in 
Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, because the details of this 
plan are unknown and not reasonably foreseeable at this time.  A 
program-level document is appropriate when a project consists of 
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a series of smaller projects or phases that may be implemented 
separately.  These programs would likely undergo detailed 
development and analysis in the future. Therefore, it is anticipated 
additional National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analyses for the suite 
of actions contained in KBRA would be tiered as appropriate to 
this EIS/EIR.  
 
The KBRA does not supersede existing laws or regulations and 
does not exempt any actions from compliance with NEPA, CEQA, 
ESA, or CESA.  As plans and programs are developed under the 
KBRA, they would be made in compliance with existing laws and 
regulations including opportunities for public review and comment. 
 
Based on the prohibition against an adverse effect to springs in 
the Klamath River and the beneficial effects of the limitations on 
water diversions that would be provided with implementation of the 
On-Project Plan, the EIS/EIR conclusions at this programmatic 
level are reasonable.  As detailed plans are developed, they would 
need to comply with existing laws and regulations and if there are 
Federal or State agency actions related to those plans, then public 
review under NEPA and CEQA would occur.

AO_LT_1229_059-12 Impacts to Lost River, Tule Lake, and Pitt River basins:

The commenter doesn’t give a rationale as to why the 
groundwater protections don’t apply to the Lost River and Tule 
Lake Basins.  Monitoring of springs as well as regional 
groundwater monitoring and management should also protect 
these areas. Also the geographic scope of the KBRA is limited to 
the main Reclamation’s Klamath Project area that is supplied by 
Upper Klamath Lake (UKL) or the Klamath River. It does not 
include Lost River basin above Harpold Dam. The future 
groundwater management described in the KBRA is limited to the 
main of vicinity of Reclamation’s Klamath Project and does not 
provide for the development of new wells in the Lost River, Tule 
Lake Basin, or Pitt River basin. The KBRA does not supersede 
existing regulations that protect existing groundwater users and 
communities that are dependent on groundwater sources.  
 
As described in section 3.7.4.3 of the EIS/EIR, under Alternative 2 
and 3, implementation of the KBRA is expected to be less than 
significant on groundwater in the long term by providing measures 
to monitor and protect groundwater where none currently exist.  
For example, if KBRA’s Water Diversion Limitations program were 
in place during 2010, instead of receiving approximately 185,000 
af of water, irrigators would have received 330,000 af, an increase 
of approximately 145,000 af.  As a result, groundwater pumping 
would likely have been much less than what occurred in 2010.  
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Also, implementation of the On-Project Plan could include 
management, efficiency, or conservation measures; land 
acquisitions, additional storage, or agreements for Klamath Project 
irrigators to forebear the use of water from Upper Klamath Lake or 
the Klamath River.  New production irrigation wells would not be 
allowed if an irrigator has a surface water forebearance or similar 
agreement under the On-Project Plan.  The KBRA also includes 
implementation of a work plan that involves evaluating and 
monitoring groundwater levels within the Upper Klamath Basin 
where none currently occurs, and analysis and reporting of such 
data to better inform the public agencies.  Moreover, KBRA would 
also provide a new source of funding to remedy any adverse 
impacts that could arise from groundwater use.  Given the 
aforementioned actions to reduce groundwater pumping, increase 
monitoring, and increase funding related to groundwater, the Lead 
Agencies expect the KBRA to slow, halt, or reverse the declining 
trend in groundwater levels over the past decade (i.e. since 2001) 
and serve to protect existing or future permitted land uses as well 
as surface water conditions and related resources.  However, out 
of an abundance of caution, the Lead Agencies have made a less 
than significant determination for groundwater impacts from the 
On-Project Plan to acknowledge the uncertainty in how the final 
plan would be implemented.  
 
Groundwater would only be used when surface water supplies are 
not sufficient to meet demand. D-plant pumping from Sump 1a to 
the Lower Klamath Lake Refuge and eventually to the Klamath 
River through the Straits Drain would not occur if surface water 
supplies were not sufficient to meet demand. D-plant pumping only 
occurs when excess water accumulates in Sump 1a.  
 
The geographic scope of the regulatory assurances in the KBRA 
Section 24 is limited to the areas served by the UKL and the 
Klamath River and does not extend to the Lost River basin above 
Harpold Dam.  The CESA currently allows incidental take of the 
species listed under certain conditions.  The KBRA recognizes that 
such conditions may occur and directs the CDFG to address those 
conditions in a timely fashion.  The KBRA does not supersede 
existing laws or regulations and does not exempt any actions from 
compliance with ESA or CESA. 
 
In the future, the KBRA envisions a wide range of alternate tools 
for addressing drought conditions that reduce reliance on 
groundwater substitution. This suite of tools has been analyzed in 
this EIS/EIR programmatically.  Plans and programs such as the 
On-Project Plan and the Drought Plan described in the KBRA 
would undergo detailed development and analysis in the future.   
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The KBRA analysis in this EIS/EIR is programmatic, as described 
in Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, because the details of 
this plan are unknown and not reasonably foreseeable at this time.  
Under the KBRA, CDFG would provide draft legislation to the 
Parties regarding a limited authorization to take the species 
referred to by the commenter, if such authorization is necessary 
(KBRA, section 24.2).  Legislation would be required if 
Reclamation’s Klamath Project would cause take of any of those 
species, since they are all fully protected (Fish & G. Code, 
sections 3511 and 5515.)   The proposed legislation will not "[set] 
aside existing CESA protections," since the proposed legislation 
would not affect CESA.  

AO_LT_1229_059-13 Power and Pumping Cost Subsidies summary:

The Power for Water Management Program of the KBRA is not a 
“power subsidy”.  The program includes three elements including 
an interim power program, a Federal power program, and a 
renewable power program.   The interim power program is 
intended to provide power to eligible users at a power cost target 
that is at or below the average cost for similar drainage projects in 
the surrounding area.  The EIS/EIR notes that there are many 
factors that affect electricity rates and thus it is difficult to assess 
how rates may change, if at all.  Appendix C-2 indicates an 
estimated amount of $7.6 million for the interim power program.  
The Federal power program is intended to obtain an allocation of 
cost-effective power from the Bonneville Power Administration.  
Again, as the EIS/EIR notes, it is difficult to predict what future 
electricity rates would be and although a source may be cost-
efficient that does not predict whether the rates would be higher or 
lower than existing rates.  There is an estimated $1 million 
allocated for the Federal power program in Appendix C-2.  The 
largest portion of the Power for Water Management Program is 
directed at increasing power efficiency and developing new 
renewable sources of power.  While these actions may result in 
lower power rates, it is difficult to predict how rates may change, if 
at all.  There is an estimated $41 million allocated in Appendix C-2 
for the efficiency and renewable energy programs.   
 
D Plant Pumping Costs:

Under the KBRA, the USFWS would have standing to receive 
water for use on the NWR.  Water allocations and delivery 
obligations would be established for the Lower Klamath National 
Wildlife Refuge (NWR) and Tule Lake NWR increasing the 
certainty of water deliveries.  The current allocation to the refuges 
during drought years is 0.0 acre-feet.  Under the KBRA, the NWRs 
would be guaranteed an allocation that could range from 48,000 
acre-feet in normal to wet years down to 24,000 acre-feet in drier 
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years.  As a water user, they would be required to pay for water 
delivery like all other users.  The KBRA does not supersede 
existing laws or regulations.  Reclamation’s Klamath Project level 
actions and decisions would continue to be made in compliance 
with existing laws and regulations. Please see previous response 
with respect to power rates.  
 
Federal Power Program:

Please see prior response regarding power rates. The KBRA 
attempts to find cost effective power that is at or below the cost for 
power on similar drainage projects.  Power rates for irrigation 
generally have been trending towards market rates.  The EIS/EIR 
notes that there are many factors that affect electricity rates and 
thus it is difficult to assess how rates may change, if at all. 
 
The KBRA does not require the Lower Klamath Lake and Tule 
Lake National Wildlife Refuges to allow or continue lease land 
farming.  Management of Refuge lease lands would remain 
subject to the Refuge System Improvement Act, the Kuchel Act, 
and all other applicable laws, regulations and policies. The parties 
would pursue collaborative conservation measures on the lease 
lands, including walking wetlands, as well as other practices 
beneficial to wildlife. The USFWS would maintain the ultimate 
administrative control over the lease lands. Under this provision, 
the Refuge would receive 20 percent of net lease revenues for 
implementation of conservation practices on the Refuge. Under 
existing law they do not receive any revenue from the lease lands. 
 
This EIS/EIR analyzes the effect of removing the Four Facilities 
consistent with KHSA and the connected actions included in 
KBRA.  Future refuge management decisions with respect to lease 
land farming would be speculative and are beyond the scope of 
the analysis of this EIS/EIR.  See Klamathrestoration.gov for a 
copy of the KBRA.  
  
Though the KBRA does not dictate management of commercial 
farming on the refuges, the KBRA would change water delivery to 
irrigated agriculture and the refuges.  A full analysis of the impact 
of Alternative 2 and 3 on waterfowl, nongame waterbirds, and 
habitat management by refuge is found in EIS/EIR Section 3.5.  
Using the Water Resource Integrated Modeling System (WRIMS), 
the USFWS (2012) conducted an analysis of the effects of Water 
Diversion Limitations, On-Project Plan, WURP, and Interim Flow 
and Lake Level Programs on the three National Wildlife Refuges. 
Generally this analysis showed that water management which 
would lead to additional water supply for the National Wildlife 
Refuges and therefore would be expected to increase the number 
of waterfowl using the National Wildlife Refuges. 
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The analysis of these water management programs under KBRA 
found beneficial effects to the Lower Klamath National Wildlife 
Refuge waterfowl, nongame waterbirds, and habitat management, 
and beneficial effects to Tule Lake National Wildlife Refuge 
waterfowl, nongame waterbirds, and habitat management.  For 
Upper Klamath National Wildlife Refuge, the analysis indicated 
that overall there would be a less than significant impact as there 
is an adverse effect on wetland habitat and some waterfowl; 
however, there is a beneficial effect on other waterfowl and 
nongame waterbirds.  For a full description of this analysis please 
see Draft EIS/EIR 3.5-76 to 3.5-80.   
 
The KBRA does not supersede existing laws or regulations 
including the Reclamation Reform Act.  Section 15.4.6 of the 
KBRA acknowledges that provisions of Title II of Public Law 97-
293 does apply to Klamath Project Water Users.  However Section 
15.4.6 clarifies that “KPWU[Klamath Project Water Users] and the 
Secretary further agree that this Agreement [KBRA] and any 
amendment of this Agreement[KBRA]  or any other agreement 
contemplated by this Agreement[KBRA] is not a “contract” as 
defined in section 202(a) of Public Law 97-293 (43 U.S.C. § 
390bb(1)).”  

 
AO_LT_1229_059-14 Debt Forgiveness – KBRA Section 15.4.4:

KBRA Section 15.4.4 identifies a way to allocate past net 
revenues towards costs related to the Reclamation Project 
facilities.  Implementation of the proposal would require 
authorizing legislation to be enacted by Congress.  The KBRA is 
analyzed in this EIS/EIR programmatically.  The KBRA includes 
programs that would undergo detailed development and analysis 
in the future.  The KBRA analysis is programmatic, as described in 
Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, because the details of this 
plan or program are unknown and not reasonably foreseeable at 
this time.  A program-level document is appropriate when a project 
consists of a series of smaller projects or phases that may be 
implemented separately.  These programs would likely undergo 
detailed development and analysis in the future. Therefore, it is 
anticipated additional National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analyses for the 
suite of actions contained in KBRA would be tiered as appropriate 
to this EIS/EIR.

No 

AO_LT_1229_059-15 Lease Land Revenue :

The KBRA does not require the Lower Klamath Lake and Tule 
Lake National Wildlife Refuges to allow or continue lease land 
farming.  Management of Refuge lease lands would remain 
subject to the Refuge System Improvement Act, the Kuchel Act, 
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and all other applicable laws, regulations and policies. The parties 
would pursue collaborative conservation measures on the lease 
lands, including walking wetlands, as well as other practices 
beneficial to wildlife. The USFWS would maintain the ultimate 
administrative control over the lease lands. Under this KBRA 
provision, the Refuge would receive 20 percent of net lease 
revenues for implementation of conservation practices on the 
Refuge. In 2009, the Refuge share would have been 
approximately $343,000. The net Lease Land Revenue currently 
goes to the General Treasury as a credit to the Reclamation Fund, 
not the Klamath Reclamation Project or the water users. 
 
Additionally, without authority from Congress for the Department of 
the Interior to enter into KBRA any reallocation of lease land 
revenues would not occur.  It is unclear from the comment what 
existing law is inconsistent with reallocation of lease land 
revenues.   
 
This EIS/EIR analyzes the effect of removing the Four Facilities.  
Future refuge management decisions with respect to lease land 
farming would be speculative and are beyond the scope of the 
analysis of this EIS/EIR.  See Klamathrestoration.gov for a copy of 
the KBRA.  

AO_LT_1229_059-16 Link River and Keno Dam Operation:
The KBRA includes programs that would undergo detailed 
development and analysis in the future including the transfer of 
Keno Dam to Reclamation.  The KBRA analysis, however, is 
programmatic, as described in Section 15168 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, because the details of these plans are unknown and 
not reasonably foreseeable at this time.  A program-level 
document is appropriate when a project consists of a series of 
smaller projects or phases that may be implemented separately.  
These programs would likely undergo detailed development and 
analysis in the future. Therefore, it is anticipated additional 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analyses for the suite of 
actions contained in KBRA would be tiered as appropriate to this 
EIS/EIR. 
 
The cost of operating Link River Dam and Keno Dam are paid for 
by PacifiCorp. As part of the negotiated agreement, a portion of 
lease land revenues collected from farming would be used to 
offset the cost of operating and maintaining the two dams.  
Though the Department of the Interior may direct Reclamation to 
take ownership of Link River and Keno Dam, Reclamation is not 
likely to assume the full cost of operating Link River Dam and  
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Keno Dam.  Additionally, without authority for Department of the 
Interior to enter into KBRA or to transfer Link River Dam and Keno  

Dam any assessment on the consistency of Reclamation law on 
cost sharing would be speculative. 

The KBRA includes several provisions related to increasing water 
management flexibility and real time management of water 
throughout the basin.  The KBRA does not require commercial 
farming on LKNWR or TLNWR.  The KBRA also includes several 
programs that would seek willing sellers as a method of increasing 
inflows into Upper Klamath Lake and available water supplies on 
the Klamath Reclamation Project including the voluntary Water 
Use Retirement Program (WURP) and the On-Project Plan.  The 
WURP is a voluntary program intended to increase the inflow to 
Upper Klamath Lake by purchase or retirement of surface water 
rights for irrigation from willing sellers and other techniques.  The 
On-Project Plan is intended to align water supply and demand for 
areas within the Klamath Reclamation Project and would include 
consideration of a variety of techniques such as conservation 
easements and land acquisitions from willing sellers. 

NEPA’s Forty Most Asked Questions from CEQ include a 
discussion of the No Action Alternative.  It describes what should 
be included for different types of projects, including projects 
involving Federal decisions on proposals for projects, which is 
relevant for this EIS/EIR. “’No action’ in such cases would mean 
the proposed activity would not take place, and the resulting 
environmental effects from taking no action would be compared 
with the effects of permitting the proposed activity or an alternative 
activity to go forward.”  There is no requirement that an EIS 
evaluate impacts from historic operations.  Instead and EIS must 
compare the likely change in conditions between the No Action 
alternative and the action alternatives. This evaluation has been 
done for the Proposed transfer of the Keno Facilities from 
PacifiCorp to Reclamation (Keno Transfer) in the “Effects 
Determinations” sections of each resource area included in 
Chapter 3. 

The purpose of the NEPA and CEQA environmental review 
process is to disclose to decisionmakers and the public the 
significant environmental effects of a proposed action or project 
(40 CFR Section 1502.1). NEPA requires a discussion of the 
potential socioeconomic impacts of the action alternatives and 
EIS/EIR includes a socioeconomic analysis for the KBRA 
provisions of the Proposed action.   

However neither NEPA nor CEQA require an analysis of the costs 
of the water subsidies, power subsidies, debt cancellation, special 
contracts, Federal assumption of Keno and Link River Dam 
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operational costs, and refuge leaseland revenue sharing as part of 
the Proposed Action. Therefore, it is beyond the scope of this  

EIS/EIR to analyze the costs of implementing the Proposed Action 
or to examine alternatives specifically because they may be more 
or less costly. 

However, cost would be considered by the Secretary of the Interior 
when making the Determination on whether or not to remove the 
four Klamath Facilities on the Klamath River. More information on 
the costs of implementing the proposed Action are presented in 
the reports titled Klamath Dam Removal Overview Report for the 
Secretary of the Interior, An Assessment of Science and Technical 
Information (Department of the Interior, 2012), available to the 
public at the following Web site: http://klamathrestoration.gov/. 
 
The KBRA does not supersede existing laws or regulations and 
does not exempt any actions from compliance with NEPA, CEQA, 
ESA, or CESA.  As plans and programs are developed under the 
KBRA, they would be made in compliance with existing laws and 
regulations including opportunities for public review and comment. 

 
AO_LT_1229_059-17 KBRA impacts to National Wildlife Refuges:

Potential impacts to the National Wildlife Refuges with 
implementation of the KBRA are disclosed in the EIS/EIR.  Water 
allocations and delivery obligations would also be established for 
the Lower Klamath National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) and Tule Lake 
NWR increasing the certainty of water deliveries.     
 
Under dam removal with implementation of the KBRA, the refuges 
would, for the first time in more than 100 years, receive a certainty 
of water delivery. The Lower Klamath NWR would be provided 
with a Refuge Allocation (Apr–Oct) of 48,000 AF in dry water 
years, increasing incremental to 60,000 AF in wet water years. 
Even the dry year allocation of 48,000 AF would provide for full 
refuge needs in 88 percent of years. The current allocation to the 
refuges during drought years is 0.0 AF. 
 
A full analysis of the impact of Alternative 2 and 3 on waterfowl, 
nongame waterbirds, and habitat management by refuge is found 
in EIS/EIR Section 3.5.  Using the Water Resource Integrated 
Modeling System (WRIMS), the USFWS (2012) conducted an 
analysis of the effects of Water Diversion Limitations, On-Project 
Plan, WURP, and Interim Flow and Lake Level Programs on the 
three National Wildlife Refuges. Generally this analysis showed 
that water management which would lead to additional water 
supply would be expected to increase the number of waterfowl 
using the National Wildlife Refuges. 
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The analysis of these water management programs under KBRA 
found beneficial effects to the Lower Klamath National Wildlife 
Refuge waterfowl, nongame waterbirds, and habitat management, 
and beneficial effects to Tule Lake National Wildlife Refuge 
waterfowl, nongame waterbirds, and habitat management.  For 
Upper Klamath National Wildlife Refuge, the analysis indicated 
that overall there would be a less than significant impact as there 
is an adverse effect on wetland habitat and some waterfowl; 
however, there is a beneficial effect on other waterfowl and 
nongame waterbirds.  For a full description of this analysis please 
see Draft EIS/EIR 3.5-76 to 3.5-80. 
 
The NWRs would receive sufficient water for wildlife purposes in 
nine of ten years according to modeling (Mauser and Mayer 2011).  
If the KBRA had been in place in 2009, the summer water delivery 
to Lower Klamath NWR would have been 48,000 AF which is 
about twice as much water as the refuge actually received in 2009.  
 
Water supplies under KBRA, in an average water year, would 
result in significantly more wetland habitats which are estimated to 
provide habitat for more than 8,000 additional nongame waterbirds 
compared to existing conditions.  The increase in non-game 
waterbird numbers is even greater in drier years (Mauser and 
Mayer 2011). 
 
KBRA provides more reliable access to water and funds for 
additional wildlife habitat conservation and management, but does 
not predetermine refuge management.  Management of all 
aspects of the Klamath Basin National Wildlife Refuge Complex, 
would remain subject to its Comprehensive Conservation Plan 
(currently in progress), National Wildlife Refuge System 
Improvement Act, the Kuchel Act, and all other applicable laws, 
regulations and policies.  This EIS/EIR analyzes the effect of 
removing the Four Facilities.  Future refuge management 
decisions with respect to lease land farming would be speculative 
and are beyond the scope of the analysis of this EIS/EIR.

AO_LT_1229_059-18 Commercial Farming on LKNWR and TLNWR:

LKNWR comprises approximately 53,600 acres.  Lease Land 
farming and Cooperative farming respectively average 5,500 
(10%) and 4,500 (8%) acres annually.  Walking wetlands are 
commonly rotated with cropland areas in both programs (USFWS 
2012a; Reclamation 2012g). 

TLNWR comprises approximately 39,100 acres.  Lease Land 
farming and Cooperative farming respectively average 14,800 
(38%) and 2,500 (6%) acres annually.  The Kuchel Act requires 
13,000 (33%) acres of wetlands at all times.  Walking wetlands are 
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commonly rotated with cropland areas in both programs.  Row 
crops are currently authorized by USFWS on Cooperative farming 
lands when associated with the private-land walking wetlands 
program (USFWS 2012b; Reclamation 2012g). 

LKNWR and TLNWR combined comprise approximately 92,700 
acres for which up to 27,300 acres or 29% are dedicated to 
croplands.   The Lease Land program totals 20,300 acres or 22% 
of the combined total while the Cooperative farming program totals 
7,000 or 8% of combined total (USFWS 2012b; Reclamation 
2012g). 

While 100% crop harvest is permitted on the Lease Lands, studies 
show grain harvester losses range from 3-5%.  Thus a three-ton 
average yield leaves approximately 180-300 pounds (lbs)/ac of 
waste grain for waterfowl (Green 2012).  These residual crops 
remain due to inefficiencies in harvest techniques and were 
factored into the bioenergetics analysis to estimate carrying 
capacity for waterfowl (Mauser and Mayer 2011).  Certainly, grain 
from the cooperative farm lands provide more energy to birds than 
the lease lands, but crops grown on the lease lands also 
contribute. 

AO_LT_1229_059-19 Impacts of Lease Land Farming: 

The KBRA does not supersede existing laws or regulations and 
does not exempt any actions from compliance with applicable 
statutes.  Reclamation’s Klamath Project level actions and 
decisions would continue to be made in compliance with existing 
laws and regulations. 
 
The KBRA includes programs that would undergo detailed 
development and analysis in the future.  The KBRA analysis is 
programmatic, as described in Section 15168 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, because the details of future management plans are 
unknown and not reasonably foreseeable at this time.  A program-
level document is appropriate when a project consists of a series 
of smaller projects or phases that may be implemented separately.  
These programs would likely undergo detailed development and 
analysis in the future. Therefore, it is anticipated additional 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analyses for the suite of 
actions contained in KBRA would be necessary. 
 
1. Commercial farming is an integral part on both programs (lease 
land and cooperative farming).  The largest refuge cropland area 
resides on TLNWR which does not receive a direct allocation of 
water from Reclamation’s Klamath Project, but receives return-
flow irrigation water not utilized by private lands within Tulelake 
Irrigation District.  Thus there is no adverse impacts to Upper 
Klamath Lake from the irrigation of said refuge lands. During the 
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post-harvest season, the pre-irrigating/flooding of up to 17,000 
acres provides high quality habitat for Pacific Flyway waterfowl 
and other species.  

Refuge farming also serves the purpose of reducing crop 
depredation on neighboring private lands and in central California.   

2.  Management of NWR lease lands would remain subject to its 
Comprehensive Conservation Plan (currently in progress), 
National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act, the Kuchel Act, 
and all other applicable laws, regulations and policies.  This 
EIS/EIR analyzes the effect of removing the Four Facilities.  
Future refuge management decisions with respect to lease land 
farming would be speculative and are beyond the scope of the 
analysis of this EIS/EIR.  
 
3, 4, and 5.  The KBRA is analyzed as a connected action. NEPA 
defines connected actions as those actions that are closely related 
or cannot or would not proceed unless other actions are taken 
previously or simultaneously (40 CFR 1508.25(a)(1)(ii)). Some 
actions or component elements of the KBRA are independent 
obligations and thus have independent utility from the KHSA, but 
the implementation of several significant elements of the KBRA 
package would be different, if the determination under the KHSA is 
not to pursue full dam removal (see Table 1-1). Recognizing that 
implementation of many elements of the KBRA are unknown and 
not reasonably foreseeable at this time, the connected action 
analysis is being undertaken at a programmatic level. The KBRA 
analysis in this EIS/EIR is programmatic, as described in Section 
15168 of the CEQA Guidelines. A program-level document is 
appropriate when a project consists of a series of smaller projects 
or phases that may be implemented separately. Under the 
programmatic EIR approach, future projects or phases may 
require additional, project-specific environmental analysis 
including an evaluation of compliance with Federal laws such as 
the Clean Water Act and the Endangered Species Act.  

Consequently, appropriate NEPA compliance would be completed 
for the separate KBRA components in the future.  
 
An analysis of using refuges to store water and phasing out refuge 
farming is not required.  NEPA does not require analysis of 
alternatives to connected actions such as KBRA.   

6. Community support for the farming programs is high, with no 
evidence showing that it “unfairly competes” with private lands. In 
fact, competition for lease lands is high with an average of 4-5 bids 
per lot.  This indicates that there is sufficient demand for lease  
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lands -both private and public.  Lease land and cooperative 
farming supports approximately 60 individual families on an annual 
basis. 

7.  Recent studies have shown potatoes provide an important food 
source for geese during the fall migration.  Waste grain on lease 
lands provides a vital food source for waterfowl.  Due to the large 
acreage of waste grain produced, many acres go unutilized by 
waterfowl(Green 2012). 

8. Pesticides can be very effective tools in an Integrated Pest 
Management program for managing a wide variety of disease, 
insect and weed pests that infest crops in any given year.  All 
pesticides approved for use on Lower Klamath and Tule Lake 
National Wildlife refuges are carefully reviewed by a team of 
specialists from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Bureau of 
Reclamation.  The decision to approve is based on toxicity, 
proposed use of the pesticide, environmental conditions, 
degradation rates, solubility, and availability of other cultural, 
biological, or less toxic alternatives.  All chemical applications are 
evaluated and permitted consistent with DOI and FWS policy.  All 
pesticide usage is evaluated using the Pesticide Use Proposal 
committee comprised of integrated pest management specialists, 
toxicologists, and fish and wildlife biologists.  This aspect of refuge 
management would also be evaluated under the refuges 
Comprehensive Conservation Plan planning process. One recent 
trend in pesticide use on NWRs is an increase in the acreage of 
organic crops which has lessened the number of acres where 
chemicals are applied.  This has been attributed to an increase in 
the acreage of the Walking Wetlands program.  

9. Most farmed lots are not considered preferred nesting habitat 
areas.   

10. Refuge personnel consider commercially farmed areas to be 
compatible with wildlife conservation. Thus an appropriate amount 
of time is justified for management.  

11. Commercial farming on the refuges is part of the existing 
conditions on the refuges.  For a detailed evaluation of existing 
water quality conditions and the No Action/ No Project of the 
Upper Klamath Basin see Section 3.2.   
 
The comment author overstates the requirement of Section 15.4.3 
A. on page 100 of the KBRA.  This text expressly indicates that 
management of the National Wildlife Refuges should enhance 
waterfowl management.  The actual text in the KBRA is 
“Recognizing applicable law, the Non-Federal Parties support 
continued lease land farming on TLNWR and LKNWR managed 
as described in (ii).” 
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Section 15.4.3 A(ii) states: 
“(ii) recognize that in the conduct of the leasing of the Refuge 
lease lands, the Secretary, through collaborative efforts with 
growers and water delivery agencies has made or may make use 
of practices such as walking weltands, lease incentives, and other 
programs that enhance waterfowl management while optimizing 
agricultural use and maximizing lease revenues;”  
 
Management of all aspects of the Klamath Basin National Wildlife 
Refuge Complex, would remain subject to its Comprehensive 
Conservation Plan (currently in progress), National Wildlife Refuge 
System Improvement Act, the Kuchel Act, and all other applicable 
laws, regulations and policies.  This EIS/EIR analyzes the effect of 
removing the Four Facilities consistent with the KHSA and the 
connected KBRA.  KBRA provides more reliable access to water 
and funds for additional wildlife habitat conservation and 
management, but does not predetermine refuge management.  
Future refuge management decisions with respect to lease land 
farming would be speculative and are beyond the scope of the 
analysis of this EIS/EIR. 
 
Though the KBRA does not dictate management of commercial 
farming on the refuges, the KBRA would change water delivery to 
irrigated agriculture and the refuges.  A full analysis of the impact 
of Alternative 2 and 3 on waterfowl, nongame waterbirds, and 
habitat management by refuge is found in EIS/EIR Section 3.5.  
Using the Water Resource Integrated Modeling System (WRIMS), 
the USFWS (2012) conducted an analysis of the effects of Water 
Diversion Limitations, On-Project Plan, WURP, and Interim Flow 
and Lake Level Programs on the three National Wildlife Refuges. 
Generally this analysis showed that water management which 
would lead to additional water supply would be expected to 
increase the number of waterfowl using the National Wildlife 
Refuges. 
 
The analysis of these water management programs under KBRA 
found beneficial effects to the Lower Klamath National Wildlife 
Refuge waterfowl, nongame waterbirds, and habitat management, 
and beneficial effects to Tule Lake National Wildlife Refuge 
waterfowl, nongame waterbirds, and habitat management.  For 
Upper Klamath National Wildlife Refuge, the analysis indicated 
that overall there would be a less than significant impact as there 
is an adverse effect on wetland habitat and some waterfowl; 
however, there is a beneficial effect on other waterfowl and 
nongame waterbirds.  For a full description of this analysis please 
see Draft EIS/EIR 3.5-76 to 3.5-80. 

AO_LT_1229_059-20 The National Wildlife Refuge Improvement Act of 1997 defines the 
mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System: ‘to administer a 

No 

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses

Vol. III, 11.7-157 - December 2012



Comment Author DeVoe, John 
Agency/Assoc. Waterwatch 
Submittal Date December 29, 2012 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

national network of lands and waters for the conservation, 
management and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, 
wildlife, and plant resources and their habitats within the United 
States for the benefit of present and future generations of 
Americans.’  At its core, KBRA is an agreement to restore 
anadramous fish populations. The KBRA provides an appropriate 
way to improve fish populations overall and improve water 
reliability for the Klamath Basin National Wildlife Refuges 
specifically which supports conservation management and 
restoration of fish, wildlife, and plant resources.   

The National Wildlife Refuge Improvement Act of 1997 confers a 
new mission and purposes to the NWRS; however, where these 
purposes conflict with existing legislated refuge purposes (such as 
the Kuchel Act), those existing purposes take precedence.  The 
Comprehensive Conservation Plan for the Klamath Basin National 
Wildlife Refuge Complex is currently in process and information on 
this topic can be found at: 
http://www.fws.gov/klamathbasinrefuges/ccp.html. 

AO_LT_1229_059-21 Implementation of KBRA Refuge Allocation:

The water supply to Tule Lake NWR is similar under the No 
Action/No Project to that described under Alternative 2 and 
Alternatives 3.  Positive effects under Alternatives 2 and 3 accrue 
to Tule Lake NWR terrestrial resources primarily from 
improvements to habitat condition.  Increased operational flexibility 
and improved reliability of water supply, especially to the “walking 
wetlands” program, allow for optimization of current refuge 
management.  Specifically Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 provide 
greater flexibility in the draining and refill of Sumps 1(A) and 1(B).  
This increased ability to manage sumps would mean improved 
habitat conditions for migratory waterfowl and nesting nongame 
birds.  Also if the KBRA was implemented, there would be less 
uncertainty in agricultural water deliveries to refuge wetlands and 
agricultural lands than under No Action/No Project. More certainty 
in water for the “Walking Wetlands” program provides wetland-
related food and habitats for waterfowl. 

There are some components of the KBRA that would occur 
without an Affirmative Determination on dam removal. These 
elements are described and analyzed in the EIS/EIR under the No 
Action/No Project Alternative.  Furthermore, while it is technically 
possible that other elements of the KBRA could be implemented 
without an Affirmative Determination on dam removal, 
implementation of many of those actions would not occur because 
many of its provisions, in particular those related to diversion 
limitations and associated flows in the lower Klamath and lake 
levels in Upper Klamath lake, are predicated on the ecological 
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benefits of removing Klamath dams. Guessing which provisions 
might be implemented and which might not without an Affirmative 
Determination on dam removal would be speculative and is 
beyond the scope of this EIS/EIR. 
 
The Refuge Allocation is part of the agreement to limit water 
diversions to Reclamation’s Klamath Project in order to support 
flows in the Klamath River for fisheries restoration.  A number of 
milestones need to happen before those water diversion 
limitations become permanent.  The EIS/EIR addresses a 
reasonable range of alternatives which include the KBRA as a 
connected action.  Alternative future scenarios in which some 
portion of the KBRA provisions are implemented and others are 
not is highly speculative and beyond the scope of this EIS/EIR.  

 
AO_LT_1229_059-22 Implementation of KBRA Refuge Allocation:

1) The KBRA does not supersede existing laws or regulations and 
does not exempt any actions from compliance with NEPA, CEQA, 
ESA, or CESA.  As plans and programs are developed under the 
KBRA, they would be made in compliance with existing laws and 
regulations including opportunities for public review and comment. 
 
2) Future State court decisions are highly speculative and outside 
the scope of this EIS/EIR. 
 
3) The deadline for implementation of the On-Project Water Plan 
has not passed.  As described in KBRA Section 15.3.8A “No later 
than March 1, 2017, KWAPA shall select a deadline by which time 
KWAPA could achieve the full and complete implementation of the 
On-Project Plan within five years thereafter, but in any event no 
later than March 1, 2022.”  KWAPA has not yet selected a date for 
implementation and has until March 1, 2017 to do so. 
 
4)  The publication of a notice by the Secretary of the Interior upon 
completion of dam removal is part of the agreement to limit water 
diversions to Reclamation’s Klamath Project in order to support 
flows in the Klamath River for fisheries restoration.  A number of 
milestones need to happen before those water diversion 
limitations become permanent.  The EIS/EIR addresses a 
reasonable range of alternatives which include the KBRA as a 
connected action.  Alternative future scenarios in which some 
portion of the KBRA provisions are implemented and others are 
not is highly speculative and beyond the scope of this EIS/EIR. 
 
5)  Proposed settlement of contests regarding adjudication claims 
is subject to approval by the Klamath Basin Adjudication process.  
Under KBRA, the allocation would reduce the amount of water 
taken by certain water users to less than the likely full adjudicated 
amount.  In this case, water users would be voluntarily foregoing 
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rights and it is unlikely the Adjudicator or court would oppose a 
settlement that would lead to the conservative use of a water 
right.   
 
The Refuge Allocation is part of the agreement to limit water 
diversions to Reclamation’s Klamath Project in order to support 
flows in the Klamath River for fisheries restoration.  A number of 
milestones need to happen before those water diversion 
limitations become permanent.  The EIS addresses a reasonable 
range of alternatives which include the KBRA as a connected 
action.  Alternative future scenarios in which some portion of the 
KBRA provisions are implemented and others are not is highly 
speculative and beyond the scope of this EIS/EIR. 
 
The KBRA does not require the Lower Klamath Lake and Tule 
Lake National Wildlife Refuges to allow or continue lease land 
farming.  Management of Refuge lease lands would remain 
subject to the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act, 
the Kuchel Act, and all other applicable laws, regulations and 
policies.  This EIS/EIR analyzes the effect of removing the Four 
Facilities.  Future refuge management decisions with respect to 
lease land farming would be speculative and are beyond the 
scope of the analysis of this EIS/EIR.  

 
AO_LT_1229_059-23 Water Allocation During Dry Years:

Under dam removal with implementation of the KBRA, the refuges 
would, for the first time in more than 100 years, receive a certainty 
of water delivery. The Lower Klamath NWR would be provided 
with a Refuge Allocation (Apr–Oct) of 48,000 AF in dry water 
years, increasing incrementally to 60,000 AF in wet water years. 
Even the dry year allocation of 48,000 AF would provide for full 
refuge needs in 88 percent of years. The current allocation to the 
refuges during drought years is 0.0 AF. 
 
Under the KBRA, the NWRs would be guaranteed an allocation 
that could range from 60,000 to 48,000 acre-feet in wet to normal 
years down to 24,000 acre-feet in drier years.  If the available 
water does not allow for an allocation of 24,000 acre-feet, then all 
water users would share in the reductions beyond that point.  Both 
refuges and private farms would share in reductions in water 
under Alternatives 2 and 3, while under the No Action/No Project 
private farms receive water first.  Similarly, the KBRA provides for 
a range of water diversions to irrigators depending on whether a 
particular year is projected to be wetter or drier than normal. 
 
The NWRs would receive sufficient water for wildlife purposes in 
nine of ten years according to modeling (Mauser and Mayer 2011).  
If the KBRA had been in place in 2009, the summer water delivery 
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to Lower Klamath NWR would have been 48,000 AF which is 
about twice as much water as the refuge actually received in 2009.  
 
The National Wildlife Refuge Improvement Act of 1997 defines the 
mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System: ‘to administer a 
national network of lands and waters for the conservation, 
management and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, 
wildlife, and plant resources and their habitats within the United 
States for the benefit of present and future generations of 
Americans.’  At its core, KBRA is an agreement to restore 
anadramous fish populations. The KBRA provides an appropriate 
way to improve fish populations overall and improve water 
reliability for the Klamath Basin National Wildlife Refuges 
specifically which supports conservation management and 
restoration of fish, wildlife, and plant resources.   

The National Wildlife Refuge Improvement Act of 1997 confers a 
new mission and purposes to the NWRS; however, where these 
purposes conflict with existing legislated refuge purposes (such as 
the Kuchel Act), those existing purposes take precedence.   

The KBRA does not supersede existing laws or regulations, and 
Reclamation’s Klamath Project level actions and decisions would 
continue to be made in compliance with existing laws and 
regulations. 
 
It is unclear what the comment author is referring to as “irrigation 
targets” and “refuge targets”. Currently under the No Action/No 
Project irrigation needs and ESA Klamath River flows have a 
higher priority; the water supply needs for the refuges are 
prioritized last.  The current allocation to the refuges during 
drought years is 0.0 AF.  Under Alternative 2 and 3, water would 
be shared more equitable between irrigation and the refuges.  In 
this case, the NWRs would receive sufficient water for wildlife 
purposes in nine of ten years (Mauser and Mayer 2011). 

The current USFWS and NOAA Fisheries Service Biological 
Opinions are the result of ESA Section 7 consultations with 
Reclamation for current water operations in the Klamath River. 
These analyses and resultant Biological Opinions were 
established under the current water operations regime that 
includes four operating hydropower facilities.  The proposed river 
flows and lake levels under KBRA would require a new Klamath 
River operations plan that would require its own compliance under 
the ESA.  The need for KBRA river operations to meet “current 
ESA flow requirements” would only be established under that 
separate and distinct ESA consultation. Therefore, currently the 
Klamath River management operations would not be applicable 
under a KBRA scenario where the dams are removed, and new 
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ESA Section 7 consultations would need to occur once a new 
water operations plan is established that includes KBRA programs 
and activities. 

Walking Wetlands Program:
The “Walking Wetlands” program that would benefit from the 
Refuge Allocation under the KBRA is a program that inserts 
wetlands into commercial crop rotation cycles.  Lands in the 
program benefit from increased yields and reduced needs for 
fertilizers and soil fumigation following a wetland cycle.  Waterfowl 
benefit from increased wetland acreage.  Because not all lands in 
the program would be in a wetland cycle during the same year, the 
program results in wetlands that “walk” from place to place.  
Walking Wetlands would receive water from both the Lower 
Klamath allocation (1 AF/acre) and the irrigator’s available supply 
(2 to 2.5 AF/acre).  Through this program, the refuge would gain 
additional wetland habitat for a relatively minor cost in terms of 
water allocation, and Reclamation’s Klamath Project irrigators 
would not be penalized for using additional water to provide 
wetlands on private lands.  This provision would apply to “walking 
wetlands” on both private lands and lease lands on Tule Lake 
NWR.  Use of the Lower Klamath NWR allocation for walking 
wetlands must be approved by the Refuge Manager.  The KBRA 
does not require the Lower Klamath Lake and Tule Lake National 
Wildlife Refuges to allow or continue the practice of walking 
wetlands and future refuge management decisions with respect to 
these practices would be speculative and are beyond the scope of 
the analysis of this EIS/EIR.  

 
AO_LT_1229_059-24 Walking Wetlands Program:

The “Walking Wetlands” program that would benefit from the 
Refuge Allocation under the KBRA is a program that inserts 
wetlands into commercial crop rotation cycles.  Lands in the 
program benefit from increased yields and reduced needs for 
fertilizers and soil fumigation following a wetland cycle.  Waterfowl 
benefit from increased wetland acreage.  Because not all lands in 
the program would be in a wetland cycle during the same year, the 
program results in wetlands that “walk” from place to place.  
Walking Wetlands would receive water from both the Lower 
Klamath allocation (1 AF/acre) and the irrigator’s available supply 
(2 to 2.5 AF/acre).  Through this program, the refuge would gain 
additional wetland habitat for a relatively minor cost in terms of 
water allocation, and Reclamation’s Klamath Project irrigators 
would not be penalized for using additional water to provide 
wetlands on private lands.  This provision would apply to “walking 
wetlands” on both private lands and lease lands on Tule Lake 
NWR.  Use of the Lower Klamath NWR allocation for walking 
wetlands must be approved by the Refuge Manager.  The KBRA 
does not require the Lower Klamath Lake and Tule Lake National 
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Wildlife Refuges to allow or continue the practice of walking 
wetlands and future refuge management decisions with respect to 
these practices would be speculative and are beyond the scope of 
the analysis of this EIS/EIR.  

 
AO_LT_1229_059-25 Alternative Water Supplies for LKNWR and UKLNWR:

The implementation of programs under the KBRA would increase 
the amount of water in the Klamath River and maintain the 
elevation of Upper Klamath Lake.  Water allocations and delivery 
obligations would also be established for the Lower Klamath 
National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) and Tule Lake NWR.  The KBRA 
includes several programs that would increase inflows into and 
available storage on Upper Klamath Lake and available water 
supplies on the Klamath Reclamation Project including the 
voluntary Water Use Retirement Program (WURP) and the On-
Project Plan.  The WURP is a voluntary program intended to 
increase the inflow to Upper Klamath Lake by purchase or 
retirement of surface water rights for irrigation from willing sellers 
and other techniques.  The On-Project Plan is intended to align 
water supply and demand for areas within the Reclamation’s 
Klamath Project and would include consideration of a variety of 
techniques such as conservation easements and land acquisitions 
from willing sellers. 
 
The purpose of the NEPA and CEQA environmental review 
process is to disclose to decisionmakers and the public the 
significant environmental effects of a proposed action or project 
(40 CFR Section 1502.1).  In this case, the proposed action is the 
removal of the Four Facilities from the Klamath River.  While the 
KBRA is a connected action, it is not the proposed action and an 
analysis of alternatives to the KBRA would be speculative and 
beyond the scope of this analysis. 
 
Section 15.1.2 E iii (e) only applies to the water allocation 
described in the KBRA.  Any water supply obtained for refuge use 
above and beyond the water supply described in the KBRA would 
not be subject to this provision.  
 
The National Wildlife Refuge Improvement Act of 1997 defines the 
mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System: ‘to administer a 
national network of lands and waters for the conservation, 
management and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, 
wildlife, and plant resources and their habitats within the United 
States for the benefit of present and future generations of 
Americans.’  At its core, KBRA is an agreement to restore 
anadramous fish populations. The KBRA provides an appropriate 
way to improve fish populations overall and improve water 
reliability for the Klamath Basin National Wildlife Refuges  

No 

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses

Vol. III, 11.7-163 - December 2012



Comment Author DeVoe, John 
Agency/Assoc. Waterwatch 
Submittal Date December 29, 2012 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

specifically which supports conservation management and 
restoration of fish, wildlife, and plant resources.   

The National Wildlife Refuge Improvement Act of 1997 confers a 
new mission and purposes to the NWRS; however, where these 
purposes conflict with existing legislated refuge purposes (such as 
the Kuchel Act), those existing purposes take precedence.   

Sections 18.3.2 B. ii. states “When first available, such water will 
be used to realize the increase in diversions to the Reclamation’s 
Klamath Project as describe in Section 15.1.1 and provided in 
Appendix E-1, if that increase has not otherwise occurred.” 
However the KBRA goes on to state in 18.3.2 B. v.  “In addition, 
the TAT may recommend the use of any such water for Klamath 
Reclamation Project irrigation and/or Wildlife Refuges if 
circumstances so warrant.”  Although preference is given to 
Reclamation’s Klamath Project irrigation, the agreement does not 
preclude refuges from receiving water associated with any 
additional storage.  The agreement explicitly states that additional 
water from storage could be used by refuges.   
 
KBRA Section 15.1.2 Winter Period does address how water 
supplied to the refuge during the winter will be accounted for in the 
summer period.  However, Section 15.1.2 does include the 
following provision which does allow for some storage of water on 
the refuges “except if such additional water is made available upon 
recommendation of the KBCC to provide for augmentation of the 
Refuge Summer Allocation pursuant to Section 18.3.2.b.v, but not 
including the 10,000 acre-feet identified in Section 15.1.1.”  The 
refuges have representation on the KBCC as well as the other 
major water interests in the Klamath Basin.  This institutional 
mechanism to allocate water allows for more informed water 
decisions basin-wide and a tool to optimize the use of available 
water.    
 
Both NEPA and CEQA include provisions that the draft 
environmental review analyze a reasonable range of alternatives 
that meet most of the purpose and need/project objections, and 
are potentially feasible (40 CFR § 1502.14; 43 CFR § 46.420(b); 
Pub. Resources Code, sec. 21002; CEQA Guidelines, sec. 
15126.6(a), (c), (f)).  Alternatives should be limited to ones that 
avoid or substantially lessen the Proposed Action’s significant 
environmental effects (CEQA Guidelines secs. 15126.6(a), (c), (f), 
sec. 15204(a); Draft EIS/EIR, section 2.3).  The Lead Agencies 
are not required to consider all conceivable alternatives to the 
Proposed Action. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21091(d)(2)(B); CEQA 
Guidelines, sec. 15126.6(a); sec. 15204(a).  Nor are the Lead 
Agencies required to analyze an alternative whose effects cannot 
be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote 
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and speculative. (CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15126.6(f)(3).  The Lead 
Agencies developed a list of 18 preliminary alternatives that were 
screened down to five.  These five alternatives were analyzed in 
the EIS/EIR because they best meet the NEPA purpose and 
CEQA objectives, minimize negative effects, and are potentially 
feasible (EIS/EIR, section 2.3).  (A full description of the 
alternatives and the rationale for screening the alternatives is 
presented in Appendix A, the Alternatives Formulation Report).

 
AO_LT_1229_059-26 A full analysis of the impact of Alternative 2 and 3 on waterfowl, 

nongame waterbirds, and habitat management by refuge is found 
in EIS/EIR Section 3.5.  Using the Water Resource Integrated 
Modeling System (WRIMS), the USFWS (2012) conducted an 
analysis of the effects of Water Diversion Limitations, On-Project 
Plan, WURP, and Interim Flow and Lake Level Programs on the 
three National Wildlife Refuges. Generally this analysis showed 
that water management which would be expected to increase the 
number of waterfowl using the National Wildlife Refuges. 
 
The analysis of these water management programs under KBRA 
found beneficial effects to the Lower Klamath National Wildlife 
Refuge waterfowl, nongame waterbirds, and habitat management, 
and beneficial effects to Tule Lake National Wildlife Refuge 
waterfowl, nongame waterbirds, and habitat management.  For 
Upper Klamath National Wildlife Refuge, the analysis indicated 
that overall there would be a less than significant impact as there 
is an adverse effect on wetland habitat and some waterfowl; 
however, there is a beneficial effect on other waterfowl and 
nongame waterbirds.  For a full description of this analysis please 
see Draft EIS/EIR 3.5-76 to 3.5-80.            

The KBRA is analyzed as a connected action. NEPA defines 
connected actions as those actions that are closely related or 
cannot or would not proceed unless other actions are taken 
previously or simultaneously (40 CFR 1508.25(a)(1)(ii)).  Some 
actions or component elements of the KBRA are independent 
obligations and thus have independent utility from the KHSA, but 
the implementation of several significant elements of the KBRA 
package would be different, if the determination under the KHSA is 
not to pursue full dam removal (see Table 1-1). Recognizing that 
implementation of many elements of the KBRA are unknown and 
not reasonably foreseeable at this time, the connected action 
analysis is being undertaken at a programmatic level. The KBRA 
analysis in this EIS/EIR is programmatic, as described in Section 
15168 of the CEQA Guidelines. A program-level document is 
appropriate when a project consists of a series of smaller projects 
or phases that may be implemented separately. Under the 
programmatic EIR approach, future projects or phases may 
require additional, project-specific environmental analysis 
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including an evaluation of compliance with Federal laws such as 
the Clean Water Act and the Endangered Species Act. 
Consequently, appropriate NEPA compliance would be completed 
for the separate KBRA components in the future.  

An analysis of alternatives that improve lake levels in Upper 
Klamath Lake is not required.  NEPA does not require analysis of 
alternatives to connected actions such as KBRA.   

Impacts from the various programs under KBRA on Upper 
Klamath Lake and the Upper Klamath Basin including Upper 
Klamath Lake and Keno Nutrient Reduction, Interim Flow and 
Lake Level Program, Water Use Retirement Program, Water 
Diversion Limitations, are fully evaluated in Section 3.2 Water 
Quality and Section 3.3 Aquatic Resources.

The KBRA does not require the Lower Klamath Lake and Tule 
Lake National Wildlife Refuges to allow or continue lease land 
farming.  The KBRA provides for an allocation of water to the 
refuges.  Water required for lease land farming does not count 
against the Refuge Allocation (KBRA Section 15.1.2.D.i).  See 
Klamathrestoration.gov for a copy of the KBRA.   

Future refuge management decisions with respect to lease land 
farming would be speculative and are beyond the scope of the 
analysis of this EIS/EIR. 

With respect to the water quality of the wetting and drying cycles 
on refuge lands text has been added to clarify the EIS/EIR 
analysis in Section 3.2.4.3.2.11 Water Use Retirement Program.  
In summary, based on available research for Upper Klamath Lake 
and surrounding wetland areas suggests that, if additional 
nutrients are released as a result of an increased frequency of 
drying events under KBRA, concentrations would be small 
compared to other loading sources, notably the large internal load 
that occurs in most summers, and would have minimal effect on 
the water quality or algal blooms in the lake.  

AO_LT_1229_059-27 Master Response AQU–9 Minimum Flows for Fish. 

The KBRA contains an agreement to limit diversions to 
Reclamation’s Klamath Project in exchange for certain assurances 
among the parties in the Oregon water rights adjudication process 
and with respect to the exercise of certain tribal water rights. A 
description of the Programmatic Measures under KBRA is also 
provided in Section 2.4.3.9 of the EIS/EIR.  Among other things, 
the Water Resources Program of the KBRA requires development 
of a plan for Reclamation’s Klamath Project to align water supply 
and demand in order to meet the diversion limits (see KBRA 
Section 15.2).  Before implementation of this plan, the KBRA 
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provides for consultation under Section 7 of the ESA to consider 
the effects on listed species and designated critical habitat, 
including the SONCC ESU of coho salmon and its critical habitat, 
that would result from implementation of the plan and diversion 
limits (see KBRA Section 22.1.2). 

Master Response AQU-10 NOAA BO, ESA and KBRA Water 
Management. 

The Hardy (2006) Phase II flow recommendations do not consider 
physical, biological, and chemical alterations to the Klamath 
system resulting from dam removal.  The anticipated future 
changes to the system that would occur under the KHSA and 
KBRA led Hardy (2008) to conclude that future flow releases as 
described in the KBRA was a logical extension of the Hardy Phase 
2 Flow recommendations, balancing multiple needs, including 
those of anadromous salmonids.  Improved water quality and 
water temperature conditions, restoration of sediment transport 
processes, potential reductions in disease, restored access to 
thermal refugia and instream habitats upstream are all factors that 
led Hardy (2008) to conclude “that the threshold flow at which 
significant concerns over thermal and disease factors would drop 
well below 1000 cfs to something on the order of 700 to 800 cfs.”  
Consistent with these findings the Federal Team incorporated 
minimum base flows of 800 cfs into the KBRA flow simulations 
during the period from October through February (Reclamation 
2012d, Appendix E).  Base flows of 800 cfs would provide greater 
than 75 percent of the currently available Chinook salmon 
spawning habitat from the R-Ranch study site downstream to the 
Brown Bear study site in every year (Hardy et al.2006) and flow 
levels of this magnitude should be adequate allow adult coho 
salmon to migrate freely upstream.  However, under real time flow 
management that is envisioned by the KBRA incorporation of 
variable flows during the spawning season would increase 
spawning habitat above what would be provided under a static 
flow condition. 

Results of this hydrology modeling analysis indicate that the 
average monthly flows at Iron Gate are generally similar between 
the No Action Alternative and Alternatives 2 and 3. The exceptions 
to this are the months of October to December, where the average 
flows are about 200 to 400 cfs less under Proposed Action than 
under the No Action Alternative, and in April, where the flows are 
about 300 cfs higher under Alternatives 2 and 3 than under the No 
Action Alternative.   

The annual flow at Keno Dam is generally similar between the two 
alternatives except for the few driest years on record. In these dry 
years, the agricultural supply is reduced under the No Action 
Alternative, whereas the agricultural supply is much less severely 
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impacted under Alternatives 2 and 3; therefore, more flow is 
released to the Klamath River under the No Action Alternative than 
under Alternatives 2 and 3. At Iron Gate Dam from July through 
November, the flows are commonly around 800 cfs under 
Alternatives 2 and 3 during these extremely dry years whereas the 
flows are more commonly between 1000 and 1300 cfs under the 
No Action Alternative. However, under Alternatives 2 and 3 a more 
natural thermal regime would exist eliminating the current thermal 
shift caused by the presence of the dams.  Sediment transport 
would be restored and additional spawning habitat would be 
available to adult anadromous salmonids upstream of Iron Gate 
Dam and anadromous salmonids would also have access to 
additional thermal refugia.   

Reclamation (2012d) also found that the 50 percent exceedance 
flows (normal years) under Alternatives 2 and 3 are about 5 to 15 
percent greater for the months of April and June to August and 
about 15 to 20 percent less for the months of October to 
December. The 90 percent exceedence flows (dry years) are 
similar for the two alternatives from March to September, but for 
the months of October to February, the No Action Alternative 90 
percent exceedance flows are about 20 to 30 percent larger (290 
to 360 cfs larger).  

During February and March the modeled KBRA simulated flows at 
the 90% exceedence are less than the 2010 BO flow simulation in 
February, are greater in March, and are similar in April.  The 
KBRA simulations are very similar to Hardy Phase II flows (slightly 
lower or higher) from May through September.  For the KBRA flow 
simulation (Reclamation 2012d, Appendix E) minimum base flows 
equal to the Ecological Base Flow (EBF) levels recommended by 
Hardy (2006) were incorporated into Alternatives 2 and 3 
hydrologic simulation for the periods from March through June, 
and from August through September to insure adequate protection 
of anadromous fish during dry water years.   Flow targets that 
were a component of the WRIMS Run 32 Refuge model described 
in Hetrick et al. (2009) were also adjusted as described in 
Appendix E of Reclamation (2012d) to reduce the threat of a fish 
kill similar to the one that occurred in 2002.  Those adjustments 
included reducing the target from 921 to 840 cfs for July 1 to 15, 
increasing the target from 806 to 840 cfs for July 16 to 31, 
increasing the target from 895 to 1110 cfs in August, and 
increasing the targets from 1010 to 1110 cfs in September.  These 
flow targets exceed those recommended by Hardy Phase II for 
years with exceedences greater than 75 percent.  In general, 
KBRA flow simulations and WRIMS Run 32 Refuge flow 
simulations have similar seasonal flow patterns with the exception  
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of drier water years when flows during August and September 
tend to be slightly higher under the KBRA simulation.   

In response to the concern that the effect of the KBRA Water 
Diversion “Limitation” is inaccurately described in the EIS/EIR, text 
in the EIS/EIR has been modified to more accurately describe this 
program.  To clarify, the water diversion limitations described in 
the KBRA are limitations on the amount of water that may be 
diverted from the Klamath River to Reclamation’s Klamath Project. 
The KBRA does not contain minimum guaranteed diversions. 
Depending on the March 1 Natural Resources Conservation 
Service 50 percent exceedance forecast for net inflow to Upper 
Klamath Lake during the period April 1-September  30, the 
allowable diversions vary up to the specified amounts. 

There are many steps that must occur before the water diversion 
limitations and the various assurances are made permanent. 
KBRA Section 15.3.4 describes the milestones that need to 
happen before the Secretary of the Interior can publish a Notice 
making the United States’ assurances permanent.  These steps 
are described in the EIS/EIR in Figure 2- 14 found in Section 
2.4.3.9 and they include the passage of authorizing legislation, 
funding for fisheries programs, tribal programs, and various 
measures to increase storage in Upper Klamath Lake and water 
use retirement programs. 

The Modeled KBRA Hydrology that is described in Reclamation 
(2012d) and used in the analysis for the Proposed Action 
Alternative in the EIS/EIR and are not identical to the KBRA 
hydrology found in Appendix E5 of the KBRA.  Flows under the 
Proposed Action Alternative include minimum based flows equal to 
the Ecological Base Flow (EBF) levels recommended by Hardy 
(2006) for the periods from March through June, and from August 
through September to insure adequate protection of anadromous 
fish during dry water years.  In addition, flow targets were 
increased above those EBF flows recommended by Hardy (2006) 
from 895 to 1110 cfs in August, and from 1010 to 1110 cfs in 
September to further reduce the likelihood of another adult fish kill 
similar to the one that occurred in 2002.  As a result of these 
changes daily flows at Iron Gate never drop below 950 cfs in 
September in the driest water years.  In addition, under KBRA 
there is anticipated to be additional operational flexibility to 
optimize water use through the implementation of the drought plan 
and implementation of real time water management through the 
Technical Advisory Team’s management of environmental water.

 
AO_LT_1229_059-28 The current USFWS and NOAA Fisheries Service Biological 

Opinions are the result of ESA Section 7 consultations with 
Reclamation for current water operations in the Klamath River. 
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These analyses and resultant Biological Opinions were 
established under the current water operations regime that 
includes four operating hydropower facilities.  The proposed river 
flows and lake levels under KBRA would require a new Klamath 
River operations plan that would require its own compliance under 
the ESA.  The need for KBRA river operations to meet “current 
ESA flow requirements” would only be established under that 
separate and distinct ESA consultation. Therefore, currently the 
Klamath River management operations would not be applicable 
under a KBRA scenario where the dams are removed, and new 
ESA Section 7 consultations would need to occur once a new 
water operations plan is established that includes KBRA programs 
and activities. 

Master Response AQU-9-Minimum Flows describes effects to fish 
from minimum flows under Alternative 2 and 3.  
 
The KBRA does not supersede existing laws or regulations and 
does not exempt any actions from compliance with ESA or CESA. 
Project level actions and decisions would continue to be made in 
compliance with existing laws and regulations. 

Master Response TTA-1 Federal Trust Responsibility and the 
KBRA

 
AO_LT_1229_059-29 As described in section 3.7.4.3 of the EIS/EIR, under Alternative 2, 

implementation of the KBRA is expected to have a less than 
significant impact to groundwater in the long term by providing 
measures to monitor and protect groundwater where none 
currently exist.  For example, if KBRA’s Water Diversion 
Limitations program were in place during 2010, instead of 
receiving approximately 185,000 af of water, irrigators would have 
received 330,000 af, an increase of approximately 145,000 af.  As 
a result, groundwater pumping would likely have been much less 
than what occurred in 2010.  Also, contrary to the comment 
author’s assumption, implementation of the On-Project Plan could 
include management, efficiency, or conservation measures; land 
acquisitions, additional storage, or agreements for Reclamation’s 
Klamath Project irrigators to forebear the use of water from Upper 
Klamath Lake or the Klamath River.  New production irrigation 
wells would not be allowed if an irrigator has a surface water 
forebearance or similar agreement under the On-Project Plan.  
Also, Oregon law concerning limits on groundwater pumping are to 
be applied in both the California and Oregon side of Reclamation‘s 
Klamath Project as part of the On-Project Plan.  The KBRA also 
includes implementation of a work plan that involves evaluating 
and monitoring groundwater levels within the Upper Klamath Basin 
where none currently occurs, and analysis and reporting of such 
data to better inform the public agencies.  Moreover, KBRA would 
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also provide a new source of funding to remedy any adverse 
impacts that could arise from groundwater use.  Given the 
aforementioned actions to reduce groundwater pumping, increase 
monitoring, and increase funding related to groundwater, the Lead 
Agencies expect the KBRA to slow, halt, or reverse the declining 
trend in groundwater levels over the past decade (i.e. since 2001) 
and serve to protect existing or future permitted land uses as well 
as surface water conditions and related resources.  
 
If spring flows were reduced by 6% the impact on the KBRA 
Klamath River flows would be less than significant.  The volume of 
flow from the springs and the volume of water in the river make the 
decrease detectable and an appropriate monitoring threshold.  For 
a complete analysis see section 3.7.4.3.    
 
As the comment author notes, “a water plan does not yet exist that 
can be evaluated”.  Therefore, The KBRA is analyzed in this 
EIS/EIR programmatically.  The KBRA includes programs that 
would undergo detailed development and analysis in the future.  
The KBRA analysis, however, is programmatic, as described in 
Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, because the details of this 
plan are unknown and not reasonably foreseeable at this time.  A 
program-level document is appropriate when a project consists of 
a series of smaller projects or phases that may be implemented 
separately.  These programs would likely undergo detailed 
development and analysis in the future. Therefore, it is anticipated 
additional National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analyses for the suite 
of actions contained in KBRA would be tiered as appropriate to 
this EIS/EIR.  
 
As described in Section 3.7.4.3 of the EIS/EIR, under Alternative 
2, implementation of the KBRA is expected to (1) benefit 
groundwater in the long term, and, (2) result in less than significant 
effects on groundwater by providing water delivery certainty in the 
driest years and measures to monitor and protect groundwater 
where none currently exist.  As an initial matter, it is important to 
keep in mind that groundwater levels within the Klamath Basin are 
influenced by various factors including climate and pumping 
(Gannet 2007, p. 17, 48, 50). Historically, water diversions to meet 
Reclamation's Klamath Project needs have been largest during 
dry years when inflows to Upper Klamath Lake tended to be lower 
than average.  As a result, groundwater pumping has arguably 
been greater during these dry periods in order to supplement any 
reduction in available surface water.  (Gannet 2007, p. 41, Gannet 
2012, p. 61.)  Consistent with these historical trends, until 2001, 
groundwater levels declined during droughts but returned to prior 
levels during wet periods (Gannet 2007, p. 59.).  However, starting 
in 2001, a prolonged drought combined with increased pumping 
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due to changes in water management (e.g. resulting from 
biological opinions related to Lost River sucker, shortnose sucker, 
and coho salmon) resulted in long-term declines in groundwater 
levels.  The KBRA’s Water Diversion Limitation program will 
address such declines by providing more surface water during the 
dry years and greater certainty of that water being delivered than it 
was historically.  For example, if KBRA’s Water Diversion 
Limitations program were in place during 2010, instead of 
receiving approximately 185,000 acre-feet (AF) of water, 
Reclamation’s Klamath Project irrigation water contractors would 
have received 330,000 AF, an increase of approximately 145,000 
AF.  As a result, groundwater pumping would likely have been 
much less than what occurred in 2010, because water users would 
avoid the additional cost to pump groundwater.   
 
Recognizing that Reclamation’s Klamath Project irrigators are 
likely to require supplemental water during dry and other years, 
the KBRA provides for creation of the On-Project Plan by the 
Klamath Water and Power Agency (KWAPA).  Implementation of 
the On-Project Plan could include water conservation and 
improved efficiency, increased water storage, groundwater 
management, and demand reduction (e.g. forbearance 
agreements, change to crop type, and crop idling).  (KBRA, § 
15.2.3., KWAPA, Technical Memorandum 2, § 10.3.)  KWAPA is 
developing the On-Project Plan and anticipates the need for future 
environmental analysis in accordance with the NEPA and CEQA if 
implementing the On-Project Plan could result in adverse 
environmental effects (e.g. installation/operation of a groundwater 
well, or substantial land idling/crop substitution.)  (KWAPA, 
Technical Memorandum 1, § 7.0.)  As a result, accurately 
assessing the effects on groundwater is premature at this point 
because the quantity, timing, and location of groundwater pumping 
in accordance with the On-Project Plan are currently 
undetermined.   
 
Despite lacking specific information related to On-Project Plan 
implementation, KWAPA and the KBRA provide parameters that 
are protective of groundwater.  For example, one On-Project Plan 
goal is to “use groundwater in a long-term and sustainable 
manner.”  (KWAPA, Technical Memorandum 1, §§ 2.2., 10.3.3.)   
KWAPA recognized that in order to meet such a goal, 
“groundwater use occurring under the OPP will need to be 
carefully planned and managed, and potential benefits and 
impacts identified.”  (KWAPA, Technical Memorandum 1, § 3.0.)  
The KBRA is also protective of groundwater by prohibiting the On-
Project Plan from using new irrigation wells when an irrigator has a 
surface water forbearance or similar agreement.  (KBRA, p. 75, § 
15.2.4.D.)      
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Another impediment to accurately assessing the effects on 
groundwater related to implementation of the KBRA is the lack of 
data and practical inability to acquire it.  For example, the scarcity 
of data on previous drought cycles makes it difficult to determine 
how much decline in groundwater levels is attributed to pumping 
versus drought (Gannet 2007, p. 60).  Additionally, it is unclear 
how much lower the groundwater table must fall to meet the first 
significance threshold, i.e. how much lower the groundwater table 
must fall for the production rate of the hundreds of preexisting 
wells to drop to a level that would not support existing land use or 
planned uses for which permits have been granted.  Wells in the 
Klamath Basin are typically drilled deep enough and pumps set 
low enough to accommodate historical groundwater level 
fluctuations (Gannet 2007, p. 59).  Moreover, long term declines in 
groundwater began in 2001 and well owners may have already 
instituted remedial measures (e.g. well deepening, etc.) in 
response.  As a result, it is not feasible to determine if the 
significance threshold is met, i.e. what existing or permitted land 
uses would be affected by any further decline in the groundwater 
table.  Not only is there a lack of data concerning pumping effects 
on groundwater levels, but current data pertaining to the Lost 
River Subbasin and Sprague River Subbasin is insufficient to 
determine how changes to discharges from streams can be 
attributed to pumping versus natural (Gannet 2007, p. 33).  As a 
result, the Lead Agencies cannot currently determine if 
implementation of the Water Diversion Limitations Program and 
On-Project Plan would meet the second threshold of significance 
i.e. if implementation would substantially interfere with the 
groundwater levels or groundwater recharges so there would be 
changes to the groundwater/surface water interaction that would 
adversely affect surface water conditions or related resources. 

To help bridge this data gap, KWAPA will utilize a new 
groundwater simulation and management model developed by the 
United States Geological Survey (USGS) in collaboration with the 
Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD) and Reclamation 
(the 2012 USGS Model).  The 2012 USGS Model can calculate 
the effects of pumping on groundwater levels and discharges to 
streams and assist KWAPA in developing the On-Project Plan to 
maximize the amount of groundwater that may be pumped 
(Gannet 2012, p. 2).  KWAPA anticipates that the 2012 USGS 
model would “provide for a more comprehensive evaluation of 
long-term groundwater pumping sustainability, leading to a better 
understanding of the relationship between safe yield of the 
groundwater basin and climatic conditions.”  (KWAPA, Technical 
Memo 2, § 9.6.4.) 
 
Although further refinement and fine tuning of the 2012 USGS 
Model would be appropriate before applying it to current 
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groundwater management, its preliminary results are promising 
(Gannet 2012, p. 85).  In one case, USGS used the 2012 USGS 
Model to determine the maximum quantity of groundwater that 
could be pumped from 112 managed wells used in Reclamation’s 
groundwater acquisition program and pilot water bank (Gannet 
2012, p. 63).  The modeled pumping was subject to the following 
constraints: well drawdown could be no greater than 20 ft for 
seasonal drawdown, 4 ft for year-to-year drawdown, and 25 ft for 
10-year drawdown; reduction in groundwater discharge to streams 
limited to 6% (including the Lost River); discharge to drains limited 
to 20%; and fourth quarter pumping demand set at zero (Gannet 
2012, pp. 67, 70).  The results indicated that by optimizing 
pumping from certain wells, about 56,000 acre-feet could be 
pumped from the managed wells during the April – September 
irrigation season (Gannet 2012, p. 70).  This quantity of pumping 
represented an increase of about 35% compared to pumping 
before 2001.  Also of note, the model determined that pumping 
56,000 AF would have minimal effect on the Lost River because 
groundwater discharge to the Lost River would be reduced by less 
than 0.2% (Gannet 2012, p. 79).   
 
By providing a regional view of pumping effects on groundwater, 
the 2012 USGS Model illustrates for water managers the trade-
offs associated with increasing or decreasing pumping at specific 
wells.  For example, the modeled case identified wells that would 
experience the greatest benefit with least detriment by increasing 
their capacity (Gannet 2012, p. 71).  Water managers could also 
evaluate the potential increase in pumping by relaxing constraints 
or the decrease in pumping by increasing a constraint (Gannet 
2012, p. 79).  In short, the 2012 USGS Model gives water 
managers, and more specifically KWAPA, the ability to develop 
the On-Project Plan to maximize the quantity of groundwater that 
could be pumped with the least amount of adverse effects as 
defined by the modeled parameters (Gannet 2012, p. 87). 
 
KBRA provides for additional data acquisition in order to fine 
tune/refine the 2012 USGS Model.  A monitoring plan would be 
funded and developed under the KBRA for evaluating and 
monitoring groundwater levels within the Upper Klamath Basin 
where none currently occurs, and analysis and reporting of such 
data (KBRA, Appendix E-2, §§ III.C, IV).  KBRA also provides a 
new source of funding to remedy any adverse impacts that could 
arise from groundwater use.  Given the aforementioned actions to 
reduce groundwater pumping, increase data collection, model the 
maximum potential groundwater withdrawals, and increase 
funding related to groundwater, the Lead Agencies expect the 
KBRA to slow, halt, or reverse the declining trend in groundwater 
levels over the past decade (i.e. since 2001) and serve to protect  
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existing or future permitted land uses as well as surface water 
conditions and related resources. 
 
The comment mischaracterizes the Draft EIS/EIR by stating, “the 
KBRA will reduce surface water diversion by a significant amount 
in order to leave water in the river for fish”.  Id. at p. 3.7-19.  The 
EIS/EIR goes on to state this will increase the need for 
groundwater pumping as a replacement water supply.”  The 
EIS/EIR does not state that there would be a significant reduction 
in surface water.  Instead, it states that the “Water Diversion 
Limitations program (KBRA Section 15.1) would reduce the 
availability of surface water for irrigation on Reclamation’s Klamath 
Project to 100,000 acre-feet less than the demand in the driest 
years to protect mainstem flows.”  (Draft EIS/EIR, p. 3.7-19.)  As 
described above, the 100,000 acre-feet of surface water reduction 
is actually much less than what would occur if the KBRA is not 
implemented.  Nor does the EIS/EIR conclude that there would be 
a greater need for groundwater pumping.  Instead, the Lead 
Agencies recognize there “could” be an increased reliance on 
groundwater pumping, but as explained in this response and the 
EIS/EIR, there would be a less than significant effect on 
groundwater. 

 
Based on the prohibition against an adverse effect to springs in 
the Klamath River and the beneficial effects of the limitations on 
water diversions that would be provided with implementation of the 
On-Project Plan, the EIS/EIR conclusions at this programmatic 
level are reasonable.  As detailed plans are developed, they would 
need to comply with existing laws and regulations and if there are 
Federal or State agency actions related to those plans, then public 
review under NEPA and CEQA would occur. 

AO_LT_1229_059-30 The current process which this EIS/EIR supports is the Secretarial 
Determination which, by using the best available information, 
would answer whether dam removal as described in the KHSA 
and implementation of the associated KBRA would advance 
restoration of salmonid fisheries.  This analysis looks at whether 
and two what degree the alternatives would achieve this 
measurable goal. 

If an Affirmative Determination is made, the KBRA would be 
implemented.  Under KBRA, the Fisheries Program would be 
implemented and includes a suite of actions to improve salmonid 
fisheries including development and implementation of the 
Fisheries Restoration Plan Phase I and Phase II, Fisheries 
Reintroduction and Management Plan, and Fisheries Monitoring 
Plan.  When the Fisheries Program is developed and 
implemented, as per KBRA Section 9.2.6, the goals of the 
program are i) to adaptive management techniques will be 

Yes 
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measurable goals for fish restoration and mechanisms to track 
fishery status and trends  

The KBRA analysis in this EIS/EIR is programmatic, as described 
in Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines. A program-level 
document is appropriate when a project consists of a series of 
smaller projects or phases that may be implemented separately. 
Under the programmatic EIR approach, future projects or phases 
may require additional, project-specific environmental analysis 
including an evaluation of compliance with Federal laws such as 
the Clean Water Act and the Endangered Species Act. 
Consequently, appropriate NEPA compliance would be completed 

for the separate KBRA components in the future. 

Master Response AQU–9 Minimum Flows for Fish. 

The KBRA contains an agreement to limit diversions to 
Reclamation’s Klamath Project in exchange for certain assurances 
among the parties in the Oregon water rights adjudication process 
and with respect to the exercise of certain tribal water rights. A 
description of the Programmatic Measures under KBRA is also 
provided in Section 2.4.3.9 of the EIS/EIR.  Among other things, 
the Water Resources Program of the KBRA requires development 
of a plan for Reclamation’s Klamath Project to align water supply 
and demand in order to meet the diversion limits (see KBRA 
Section 15.2).  Before implementation of this plan, the KBRA 
provides for consultation under Section 7 of the ESA to consider 
the effects on listed species and designated critical habitat, 
including the SONCC ESU of coho salmon and its critical habitat, 
that would result from implementation of the plan and diversion 
limits (see KBRA Section 22.1.2). 

Master Response AQU-10 NOAA BO, ESA and KBRA Water 
Management. 

The Hardy (2006) Phase II flow recommendations do not consider 
physical, biological, and chemical alterations to the Klamath 
system resulting from dam removal.  The anticipated future 
changes to the system that would occur under the KHSA and 
KBRA led Hardy (2008) to conclude that future flow releases as 
described in the KBRA was a logical extension of the Hardy Phase 
2 Flow recommendations, balancing multiple needs, including 
those of anadromous salmonids.  Improved water quality and 
water temperature conditions, restoration of sediment transport 
processes, potential reductions in disease, restored access to 
thermal refugia and instream habitats upstream are all factors that 
led Hardy (2008) to conclude “that the threshold flow at which 
significant concerns over thermal and disease factors would drop 
well below 1000 cfs to something on the order of 700 to 800 cfs.”  
Consistent with these findings the Federal Team incorporated 
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minimum base flows of 800 cfs into the KBRA flow simulations 
during the period from October through February (Reclamation 
2012d, Appendix E).  Base flows of 800 cfs would provide greater 
than 75 percent of the currently available Chinook salmon 
spawning habitat from the R-Ranch study site downstream to the 
Brown Bear study site in every year (Hardy et al.2006) and flow 
levels of this magnitude should be adequate allow adult coho 
salmon to migrate freely upstream.  However, under real time flow 
management that is envisioned by the KBRA incorporation of 
variable flows during the spawning season would increase 
spawning habitat above what would be provided under a static 
flow condition. 

Results of this hydrology modeling analysis indicate that the 
average monthly flows at Iron Gate are generally similar between 
the No Action Alternative and Alternatives 2 and 3. The exceptions 
to this are the months of October to December, where the average 
flows are about 200 to 400 cfs less under Proposed Action than 
under the No Action Alternative, and in April, where the flows are 
about 300 cfs higher under Alternatives 2 and 3 than under the No 
Action Alternative.   

The annual flow at Keno Dam is generally similar between the two 
alternatives except for the few driest years on record. In these dry 
years, the agricultural supply is reduced under the No Action 
Alternative, whereas the agricultural supply is much less severely 
impacted under Alternatives 2 and 3; therefore, more flow is 
released to the Klamath River under the No Action Alternative than 
under Alternatives 2 and 3. At Iron Gate Dam from July through 
November, the flows are commonly around 800 cfs under 
Alternatives 2 and 3 during these extremely dry years whereas the 
flows are more commonly between 1000 and 1300 cfs under the 
No Action Alternative. However, under Alternatives 2 and 3 a more 
natural thermal regime would exist eliminating the current thermal 
shift caused by the presence of the dams.  Sediment transport 
would be restored and additional spawning habitat would be 
available to adult anadromous salmonids upstream of Iron Gate 
Dam and anadromous salmonids would also have access to 
additional thermal refugia.   

Reclamation (2012d) also found that the 50 percent exceedance 
flows (normal years) under Alternatives 2 and 3 are about 5 to 15 
percent greater for the months of April and June to August and 
about 15 to 20 percent less for the months of October to 
December. The 90 percent exceedence flows (dry years) are 
similar for the two alternatives from March to September, but for 
the months of October to February, the No Action Alternative 90 
percent exceedance flows are about 20 to 30 percent larger (290 
to 360 cfs larger).  

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses

Vol. III, 11.7-177 - December 2012



Comment Author DeVoe, John 
Agency/Assoc. Waterwatch 
Submittal Date December 29, 2012 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

During February and March the modeled KBRA simulated flows at 
the 90% exceedence are less than the 2010 BO flow simulation in 
February, are greater in March, and are similar in April.  The 
KBRA simulations are very similar to Hardy Phase II flows (slightly 
lower or higher) from May through September.  For the KBRA flow 
simulation (Reclamation 2012d, Appendix E) minimum base flows 
equal to the Ecological Base Flow (EBF) levels recommended by 
Hardy (2006) were incorporated into Alternatives 2 and 3 
hydrologic simulation for the periods from March through June, 
and from August through September to insure adequate protection 
of anadromous fish during dry water years.   Flow targets that 
were a component of the WRIMS Run 32 Refuge model described 
in Hetrick et al. (2009) were also adjusted as described in 
Appendix E of Reclamation (2012d) to reduce the threat of a fish 
kill similar to the one that occurred in 2002.  Those adjustments 
included reducing the target from 921 to 840 cfs for July 1 to 15, 
increasing the target from 806 to 840 cfs for July 16 to 31, 
increasing the target from 895 to 1110 cfs in August, and 
increasing the targets from 1010 to 1110 cfs in September.  These 
flow targets exceed those recommended by Hardy Phase II for 
years with exceedences greater than 75 percent.  In general, 
KBRA flow simulations and WRIMS Run 32 Refuge flow 
simulations have similar seasonal flow patterns with the exception 
of drier water years when flows during August and September 
tend to be slightly higher under the KBRA simulation.   

In response to the concern that the effect of the KBRA Water 
Diversion “Limitation” is inaccurately described in the EIS/EIR, text 
in the EIS/EIR Section 3.2 has been modified to more accurately 
describe this program.  To clarify, the water diversion limitations 
described in the KBRA are limitations on the amount of water that 
may be diverted from the Klamath River to Reclamation’s Klamath 
Project. The KBRA does not contain minimum guaranteed 
diversions. Depending on the March 1 Natural Resources 
Conservation Service 50 percent exceedance forecast for net 
inflow to Upper Klamath Lake during the period April 1-September  
30, the allowable diversions vary up to the specified amounts. 

There are many steps that must occur before the water diversion 
limitations and the various assurances are made permanent. 
KBRA Section 15.3.4 describes the milestones that need to 
happen before the Secretary of the Interior can publish a Notice 
making the United States’ assurances permanent.  These steps 
are described in the EIS/EIR in Figure 2- 14 found in Section 
2.4.3.9 and they include the passage of authorizing legislation, 
funding for fisheries programs, tribal programs, and various 
measures to increase storage in Upper Klamath Lake and water 
use retirement programs. 
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The Modeled KBRA Hydrology that is described in Reclamation 
(2012d) and used in the analysis for the Proposed Action 
Alternative in the EIS/EIR and are not identical to the KBRA 
hydrology found in Appendix E5 of the KBRA.  Flows under the 
Proposed Action Alternative include minimum based flows equal to 
the Ecological Base Flow (EBF) levels recommended by Hardy 
(2006) for the periods from March through June, and from August 
through September to insure adequate protection of anadromous 
fish during dry water years.  In addition, flow targets were 
increased above those EBF flows recommended by Hardy (2006) 
from 895 to 1110 cfs in August, and from 1010 to 1110 cfs in 
September to further reduce the likelihood of another adult fish kill 
similar to the one that occurred in 2002.  As a result of these 
changes daily flows at Iron Gate never drop below 950 cfs in 
September in the driest water years.  In addition, under KBRA 
there is anticipated to be additional operational flexibility to 
optimize water use through the implementation of the drought plan 
and implementation of real time water management through the 
Technical Advisory Team’s management of environmental water.

AO_LT_1229_059-31 Master Response AQU–9 Minimum Flows for Fish. 

Master Response AQU-10 NOAA BO, ESA and KBRA Water 

Management. 

As described in Chapter 2 and illustrated in Table 2-16, some KBRA 

actions builds on programs currently on-going in the Klamath Basin.  The 

implementation of KBRA for these actions would increase the magnitude 

or accelerate the schedule for these programs.  For example more 

restoration work may be completed in a shorter time period with the 

additional resources provided by KBRA. 

Yes 

AO_LT_1229_059-32 The modeled KBRA hydrology, described in Reclamation (2012d) 
and used in the analysis for the Proposed Action Alternative in the 
EIS/EIR, is not identical to the KBRA hydrology found in Appendix 
E5 of the KBRA.   
 
As with any model, some assumptions are required to simplify the 
physical world.  However the modeled KBRA hydrology 
assumptions were conservative assumptions, made using the best 
available science.  The assumptions made in Reclamation (2012d) 
are described in detail in that document. 
 
Master Response GEN-3 Best Available Information.   
 
Flows under the Proposed Action Alternative include minimum 
based flows equal to the Ecological Base Flow (EBF) levels 
recommended by Hardy (2006) for the periods from March through 
June, and from August through September to insure adequate 

Yes 
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protection of anadromous fish during dry water years.  In addition, 
flow targets were increased above those EBF flows recommended 
by Hardy (2006) from 895 to 1110 cfs in August, and from 1010 to 
1110 cfs in September to further reduce the likelihood of another 
adult fish kill similar to the one that occurred in 2002.  As a result 
of these changes daily flows at Iron Gate never drop below 950 cfs 
in September in the driest water years.  In addition, under KBRA 
there is anticipated to be additional operational flexibility to 
optimize water use through the implementation of the drought plan 
and implementation of real time water management through the 
Technical Advisory Team’s management of environmental water.

 
AO_LT_1229_059-33 The comment presents no evidence of a potentially significant 

adverse environmental effect caused by the KBRA’s predicted low 
lake levels on salmon restoration in the Upper Basin. Moreover, 
the Lead Agencies are not required to conduct every test or 
perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended by 
comment author s or address issues that are not significant to the 
action in question (CEQA Guidelines, § 15204(b); NEPA 
Regulation 40 CFR 1500.1(b)).   
 
Regarding the historical importance of Upper Klamath Lake as a 
rearing area for salmon, estimates by Huntington (2006) and 
Dunsmoor and Huntington (2006) address this issue but do not 
fully account for the historical (and unknown) production potential 
of Upper Klamath Lake itself, which could have been considerable.  
 
A recent experimental reintroduction into Upper Klamath Lake 
suggests that habitat here would continue to support Chinook 
salmon (Maule et al. 2009). To assess what this might mean for 
reintroduced salmon, Iron Gate Chinook salmon stock were tested 
in Upper Klamath Lake and the lower Williamson River to assess 
whether current conditions would physiologically impair Iron Gate 
Hatchery Chinook salmon reintroduced into the Upper Klamath 
Basin. Juvenile Chinook salmon were tested in cages in Upper 
Klamath Lake and the Williamson River in 2005 and 2006. These 
juveniles showed normal development as smolts in Upper Klamath 
Lake and survived well in both locations. This evidence 
(documented in Section 3.3.4.3 of the EIS/EIR) strongly suggests 
that Upper Klamath Lake habitat is suitable to support salmonids 
for at least the October through May period. The authors 
concluded that there was little evidence of physiological 
impairment or significant vulnerability to C. shasta (a fish parasite) 
that would preclude this stock from being reintroduced into the 
Upper Klamath Basin. The life history of fall-run Chinook salmon 
generally does not include a freshwater phase from June through 
September. Thus, conditions for fall-run Chinook migration through 
Upper Klamath Lake appear favorable.   Due to the timing of the 
migration period for spring-run Chinook salmon and steelhead, 
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these runs would generally avoid the period of poor water quality 
in Upper Klamath Lake. Spring inputs in the Williamson River and 
on the west side of Upper Klamath Lake would likely provide 
thermal habitat for these year round life histories.  

 
AO_LT_1229_059-34 
 

TMDL compliance model runs, where all water quality objectives 
are met and beneficial uses supported, used existing hydrologic 
conditions. This suggests that the comment is not correct in the 
assumption that flows greater than those allowed under KBRA 
conditions are needed.  

No 

 
AO_LT_1229_059-35 Master Response TTA – 1 Federal Trust Responsibility and the 

KBRA. 

Yes 

AO_LT_1229_059-36 The actions described in the KBRA are largely intended to occur 
within the next 10 years which is within the analysis timeframe for 
this EIS/EIR. The long term effects of those actions have been 
analyzed programmatically. The water diversion limitations 
provided for in the KBRA would be in effect throughout the 50 year 
life of the agreement. In addition, Section 7 of the KBRA provides 
a mechanism for adjusting the agreement in response to changed 
circumstances. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1229_059-37 The KBRA does not supersede existing laws or regulations 

including the Reclamation Reform Act.  Section 15.4.6 of the 
KBRA acknowledges that provisions of Title II of Public law 97-293 
does apply to Reclamation’s Klamath Project Water Users.  
However Section 15.4.6 clarifies that “KPWU[Klamath Project 
Water Users] and the Secretary further agree that this Agreement 
[KBRA] and any amendment of this Agreement[KBRA]  or any 
other agreement contemplated by this Agreement[KBRA] is not a 
“contract” as defined in section 202(a) of Public Law 97-293 (43 
U.S.C. § 390bb(1)).” 
 
The National Wildlife Refuge Improvement Act of 1997 defines the 
mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System: ‘to administer a 
national network of lands and waters for the conservation, 
management and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, 
wildlife, and plant resources and their habitats within the United 
States for the benefit of present and future generations of 
Americans.’  At its core, KBRA is an agreement to restore 
anadramous fish populations. The KBRA provides an appropriate 
way to improve fish populations overall and improve water 
reliability for the Klamath Basin National Wildlife Refuges 
specifically which supports conservation management and 
restoration of fish, wildlife, and plant resources.   

The current USFWS and NOAA Fisheries Service Biological 
Opinions are the result of ESA Section 7 consultations with 

No 
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Reclamation for current water operations in the Klamath River. 
These analyses and resultant Biological Opinions were 
established under the current water operations regime that 
includes the Four Facilities.  The proposed river flows and lake 
levels under KBRA would require a new Klamath River operations 
plan that would require its own compliance under the ESA.  The 
need for KBRA river operations to meet “current ESA flow 
requirements” would only be established under that separate and 
distinct ESA consultation. Therefore, currently the Klamath River 
management operations would not be applicable under a KBRA 
scenario where the dams are removed, and new ESA Section 7 
consultations would need to occur once a new water operations 
plan is established that includes KBRA programs and activities. 

Factors affecting Klamath River flows described in (and modeled 
for) the KBRA would not direct river operations until an Affirmative 
Determination is made and the subsequent removal of the four 
dams initiated. The Secretarial Determination, the subsequent 
removal of the facilities, and a new water operations plan for the 
Klamath River are subject to ESA and its requirements. The KBRA 
does not supersede any existing laws or regulations and does not 
exempt any actions from compliance with ESA or CESA. 
Reclamation’s Klamath Project level actions and decisions would 
continue to be made in compliance with existing laws and 
regulations. 

The KBRA includes programs that would undergo detailed 
development and analysis in the future. The KBRA analysis, 
however, is programmatic, as described in Section 15168 of the 
CEQA Guidelines, because the details of this plan are unknown 
and not reasonably foreseeable at this time. A program-level 
document is appropriate when a project consists of a series of 
smaller projects or phases that may be implemented separately. 
These programs would likely undergo detailed development and 
analysis in the future. Therefore, it is anticipated additional 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analyses for the suite of 
actions contained in KBRA would be tiered as appropriate to this 
EIS/EIR. 

   
AO_LT_1229_059-38 
 

The statement provided in the Executive Summary was crafted to 
briefly describe the complex conditions on the Klamath River 
noted by the comment author. Many of the detailed figures noted 
by the comment author pertain to the Lost River Basin. The 
description presented in the Executive Summary will not be 
changed given the Executive Summary’s broad overview of 
reductions to agricultural deliveries, as they relate to conditions on 
the Klamath River, which were projected in early 2001 and then  
 

No 

Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR

Vol. III, 11.7-182 - December 2012



Comment Author DeVoe, John 
Agency/Assoc. Waterwatch 
Submittal Date December 29, 2012 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

later increased which is accurate. A more detailed description of 
the water supply conditions observed in 2001 is presented in 
Chapter 1. 

 
AO_LT_1229_059-39 The 2001 and 2002 BOs were added to the timeline figure in the 

Executive Summary and the same figure in Chapter 1 of the 
EIS/EIR. 
 

Yes 

AO_LT_1229_059-40 The Lead Agencies have chosen not to speculate on the future 
outcome of the FERC proceedings in the event of a Negative 
Determination. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1229_059-41 
 

Master Response TTA-1 Federal Trust Responsibility and the 
KBRA.  

Yes 

 
AO_LT_1229_059-42 There are a number of sections of the KBRA that clarify that 

Federal agencies must comply with all applicable laws, 
regulations, and other legal requirements, including the ESA, 
when implementing the KBRA (see, for example, KBRA sections 
2.1, 2.2, and 7.4.3).  Section 22.5 of the KBRA specifically clarifies 
that the KBRA does not supercede NOAA Fisheries Service and 
USFWS’ obligations under the ESA and related regulations.  
Section 22.5 of the KBRA provides, “By entering into this 
Agreement, NOAA Fisheries Service and USFWS are not 
prejudging the outcome of any process under the ESA and NOAA 
Fisheries Service and USFWS implementing regulations, and 
NOAA Fisheries Service and USFWS expressly reserve the right 
to make determinations and take actions as necessary to meet the 
requirements of the ESA and implementing regulations.”  In 
addition, the KBRA specifically describes processes that are 
available and would be used by parties to comply with 
requirements under the ESA (see, for example, KBRA sections 
22.1 and 22.2). 
 
Master Response AQU-11 NOAA Fisheries Service BO, ESA and 
KBRA Water Management.  
 
Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of the 
Record. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1229_059-43 
 

Master Response AQU-11 NOAA Fisheries Service BO, ESA and 
KBRA Water Management. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1229_059-44 As described in Section 3.15, changes in Reclamation’s Klamath 

Project hydrology from changes in operations under the KBRA 
would increase water supplies during drought years. This would 
provide water supply reliability and would not result in 
disproportionate effects to farm workers, as concluded in 
Section 3.16.   

No 
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The agricultural economic effects of the KBRA programs are 
described in more detail in Irrigated Agriculture Economics 
Technical Report For the Secretarial Determination on Whether to 
Remove Four Dams on the Klamath River in California and 

Oregon which can be found on www.klamathrestoration.gov. 
 
AO_LT_1229_059-45 
 

Text changed:  "Water is delivered to Reclamation’s Klamath 
Project water users under contractual obligations between the 
United States and the water districts subject to the availability of 
water and in accordance with the Reclamation’s Klamath Project 
water rights. Reclamation’s Klamath Project also provides water to 
the refuges when available, which is usually after meeting 
contractual deliveries. Additionally, Reclamation has an obligation 
to ensure that the refuges receive adequate water to fulfill their 
Federal reserved water rights, when in priority and when water is 
available. Beginning in 1995, in compliance with the ESA and 
tribal trust responsibilities, water was first made available to meet 
the needs of the ESA listed fishes in Upper Klamath Lake and the 
Klamath River, then to meet contractual irrigation deliveries and 
then to the refuges. Under the proposed KBRA flows, the refuges 
would receive a specific annual allocation unless all demands 
cannot be met. The KBRA provides for sharing of shortage 
between Reclamation’s Klamath Project irrigators and the refuges 
in drought and severe drought years. Shortages are expected to 
be offset by measures to be provided through the On Project Plan 
and other KBRA actions designed to reduce demand, conserve 
water and increase supply." 

Yes 

 
AO_LT_1229_059-46 The Lead Agencies believe this comment does not accurately 

reflect the KHSA and KBRA negotiation process or timeline.  
KBRA negotiations were ongoing when PacifiCorp was brought 
into KHSA negotiations.  KHSA negotiations did not commence 
until late 2007, early 2008.  
 
Master Response KHSA-1 Negotiations of KHSA and KBRA. 
 
This EIS/EIR has been developed in accordance with the 
requirements of NEPA and CEQA to analyze the potential impacts 
to the environment from the removal of the four PacifiCorp dams 
on the Klamath River as contemplated in the KHSA and from the 
implementation of the KBRA. Together, these two agreements 
attempt to resolve long-standing conflicts in the Klamath Basin. 
Some of the conflicts and issues these agreements attempt to 
resolve are enumerated on Draft EIS/EIR p. ES-1 and ES-8-9. The 
activities leading to the development of the KHSA and the KBRA 
are discussed on p. ES-7-13. Both the KHSA and KBRA were 
negotiated and signed by a diverse array of over 40 parties with an 
interest in resolving Klamath Basin issues. The goal of the KHSA  
 

No 

Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR

Vol. III, 11.7-184 - December 2012



Comment Author DeVoe, John 
Agency/Assoc. Waterwatch 
Submittal Date December 29, 2012 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

is found on p. 3 or the agreement and the goals of the KBRA are 
found on p. 4 of that agreement. See Klamathrestoration.gov for 
the KHSA and KBRA. 
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Comment Author DuPont, Mark 
Agency/Assoc. Mid Klamath Watershed Council 
Submittal Date October 25, 2011 
 

 
Comment Code Comment Response Change in 

EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1025_008 Master Response Gen-2, Some People Support Dam Removal 
and Others Oppose Dam Removal
 

No
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AO_LT_1118_032 
From: Ron Ewart [mailto:r.ewart@comcast.net]
Sent: Friday, November 18, 2011 1:51 PM 
To: Lucero, Pedro A (Pete); BOR MPR Public Affairs 
Subject: "The Score = Fish 1 - American People 0!" Dam Removal on the Klamath River 

An open comment to: 
    The Bureau of Reclamation, Sacremento, CA 
    California Dept. of Fish and Game, Eureka, CA 
    Governor Jerry Brown, California, Sacremento 
    Senator Diane Fienstein, California, Washington DC 
    Senator Barbara Boxer, California, Washington DC 
    Governor John Kitzhaver, Oregon, Washington DC 
    Senator Ron Wyden, Oregon, Washington DC 
    Senator Jeff Merkley, Oregon, Washington DC 
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Radical environmental groups and the Indian tribes (who have been trying to get even 

with White man for 150 years) have managed to get the federal government to agree 
to demolish four perfectly good dams in the Klamath River Oregon-California 
basin, while farmers, electric companies and down-river property owners are 
forced to eat crow.  

This myopic mentality that has adopted the premise that fish are God, has 
resulted in dams being demolished in many states and farmers going without 
water for their crops (that's the food you eat), urban and rural populations threatened 
with blackouts and brownouts from low electricity reserves and down-stream 
property owners once again, being flooded by high water.  Highly productive 
fields in several California valleys have been denied water for the God of Fish 
and the soil goes fallow, jobs and family income evaporate, farmers go on 
welfare and taxes for government go away. 

But that is not all that happens when government destroys dams!  Dams 
provide four major resources that once removed, can never be restored.  
Dams provide water for irrigation, electricity for our homes and businesses 

Comment 1a - Disapproves of Dam Removal 

Comment 1b - Disapproves of Dam Removal
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and flood control down stream.  They also provide an entire eco-system that 
builds up around the impounded water. The cost to build those dams years 
ago, have been amortized many times over from those vital resources and 
except for maintenance, are essentially free.   Whole communities and 
businesses have grown up around those resources and depend on them for 
their lives and their livelihoods.

In the name of the God of Fish and fully sanctioned by the government that 
is lobbied incessantly by powerful, heavily-financed environmental groups, 
national and international non-governmental organizations (NGO's) and Indian 
tribes, whole river basins are being returned to their pristine conditions on the 
backs of the taxpayers and the hapless victims who have the misfortune of 
living along those water courses.  Constitutional property rights, job and 
livelihood losses mean nothing to these home-grown, eco-terrorists, nor does 
the taxpayer money that is used to fund the dam destruction and restoration.

In an article on Oregon Live from September 2011 about the dam removal 
project, they tout the 4,600 jobs the dam destruction project will create over its 
15-year life span, but don't compare those jobs with the jobs that will be 
destroyed.  The article's author gushes over the fact that current estimates for 
the dam destruction will only be $290 Million instead of the $450 million 
originally estimated.  Everyone knows that any estimate that government 
applies to a government project is way under-estimated and the actual cost is 
highly likely to come in over the $450 million of the earlier estimates and will 
probably exceed $500 million before all is said and done.   None of these 
costs includes the devastation done to the people that live off of the resources 
provided by these dams.

Ever since the United Nations entrance into America's land use and 
environmental policies (Agenda 21) and ever since the Indian Tribes managed 
to get a judge (The Bolt Decision) to grant them 50% of each year's salmon 
harvest, government has been playing with the fish numbers for their own and 
the environmentalist's and Indian's gain and playing with other people's lives 
to their detriment.   Fish have a higher priority than people, or even food 
production.  If this had occurred 100 years ago, there would have been blood 
on the streets.

At a time when there is a constantly growing demand for energy, the 
American government has done everything in its power to stop or inhibit more 
energy production and foist upon the American people the inefficient, highly-
subsidized alternative forms of energy in wind and solar.  Now, one of the 
most highly efficient forms of renewable energy, hydro-electricity, that results 

Comment 1 b cont. 

Comment 2 - Costs
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from the potential energy of the impounded water behind dams, government is 
talking about and actually removing that resource, all for the God of Fish and 
for the radical environmentalists and the greedy Indian tribes who are hell 
bent on increasing their fish harvest that resulted from the insane Bolt 
decision.

While other countries are building dams for electricity, irrigation and flood 
control to meet the growing demands of their people, America is removing 
dams, shutting down coal-fired and other hydro-carbon power plants, stopping 
the construction of nuclear power plants and crude oil refineries and shutting 
off huge portions of the U. S. land and off- shore crude oil fields.  A foreign 
enemy couldn't have hatched a more diabolical plot to destroy America 
and bring its people to their knees.

To remove the dams along the Klamath River borders on financial insanity, if 
not outright treason. As government bows down to the God of Fish, hoisted 
upon its pedestal of evil by radical environmentalists and Indian tribes, 
Americans who depend on the electricity, irrigation and flood control from the 
dams, are being forced to "eat cake" and shut up! 

We strongly request that the policy makers and agencies that have received 
these comments, put off the decision to remove the Klamath River dams 
indefinitely, until cooler heads, NOT SPECIAL INTERESTS, can prevail and 
better plans for balancing out the needs of fish over the needs of the people, 
where the costs to the taxpayer lean in favor of people benefits, not fish 
benefits, or those who profit from fish.

Respectfully,

Ron Ewart, President 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF RURAL LANDOWNERS
P. O. Box 1031, Issaquah, WA  98027 
425 837-5365 or 1 800 682-7848
http://www.narlo.org,
http://www.narloltd.com

Comment 1c - Disapproves of Dam 
Removal
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Comment Author Ewart, Ron 
Agency/Assoc. National Association of Rural Landowners 
Submittal Date November 18, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1118_032-1 Master Response Gen-2, Some People Support Dam Removal 
and Others Oppose Dam Removal
 

No

AO_LT_1118_032-2 Master Response COST-1 Cost Estimate. 
 
Section 3.15.4.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR discusses changes in jobs as 
a result of the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action would both 
create temporary and long-term jobs and remove some long-term 
jobs in the region’s economy. Section 3.15 states how long jobs 
would last under the Proposed Action. Considering all economic 
effects, the Proposed Action, including implementation of the 
KBRA, would result in a net increase jobs in the period during and 
after dam removal. These effects would occur in all economic 
regions defined in Section 3.15. 
 
Table 3.15-41 shows potential jobs created by dam 
decommissioning construction activities. Dam decommissioning 
would result in 1,423 jobs, including full-time and part-time jobs, 
for an 18-month period. These jobs would not continue into the 
long-term. There are also jobs associated with mitigation activities 
after construction that would continue for approximately 10 years 
and generate 217 jobs (Table 3.15-44). Dam decommissioning 
would result in a loss of 49 jobs relative to operation and 
maintenance of the existing facilities.  
 
The Proposed Action would result in a net increase in fishing and 
recreation industries which will continue over the long term; effects 
on specific fishing and recreational activities (positive and 
negative) are described on pages 3.15-56 through 3.15-61. 
Implementation of the KBRA would also result in positive 
economic effects to jobs in the region, as described on pages 
3.15-66 through 3.15-79.  
 
The regional economic effects stated within Section 3.15, including 
job effects, are estimates. The estimates were derived using a 
standard modeling framework, with the best available information. 
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Altacal Audubon Society Comments on Klamath Dam Removal Draft EIS/EIR (DEIR/DEIS) 

AO_LT_1229_049

December 28, 2011

Ms. Elizabeth Vasquez 
KlamathSD@usbr.gov

Dear Ms. Vasquez,  
Due to the significant fish and wildlife habitat inherent to the Klamath Basin and its 
designation as an Audubon Important Bird Area, we are submitting the following 
comments on the Klamath Dam Removal Draft EIS/EIR. These comments represent the 
thoughts of the Board of the Altacal Audubon Society. We have reviewed the comments 
submitted by Redwood Region Audubon Society (RRAS) in regards to dam removal, and
their concerns of water quality/quantity issues and the potential positive and/or negative 
effects they may have on fish and wildlife. We concur that RRAS have made a valid 
assessment, and that each concern they raise, must be adequately addressed (these are 
copied below).

We are in favor of total removal of the Iron Gate, Copco 2, Copco 1 and J. C. Boyle dams 
from the Klamath River (Alternative 2).  

Thank you for your consideration, 

Dawn Garcia 
Conservation Director 
Altacal Audubon Society 
www.altacal.org 

Comments from Redwood Region Audubon Society on Klamath Dam Removal 
Draft EIS/EIR (DEIR/DEIS)  

Our findings are based on the uncertainty of water quality improvements under 
KBRA/KHSA and an unaddressed potential conflict between water quality and quantity 
that has a potentially profound effect on birds, as follows: 

1.  The DEIS/DEIR Fails to adequately assess the impact of lease land farming on the 
Tule Lake National Wildlife Refuge to water quality goals after dam removal. 

In Table ES-7. Summaries of controversies and Issues Raised by Agencies and the Public
states “Runoff from agriculture and refuges results in poor water quality in Keno 
Reservoir and in the mainstem Klamath River. This causes fish stress, disease and 
mortality. Continued farming and ranching in the Tule Lake National Wildlife Refuge 
and Lower Klamath Lake National Wildlife Refuge under the KBRA would inhibit fish 
species reintroduction and survival.” 

Comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal 

Comment 2 - Water Quality
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Under the KBRA, which would be in effect after dam removal, lease land farming on the 
Tule Lake Refuge, and its associated water quality degradation, would continue for fifty 
years.  The Tule Lake Refuge has the potential and should be considered a vital 
component of improving Klamath River water quality, not degrading it. 

The DEIS/DEIR, in compliance with the Clean Water Act, must consider pesticide and 
nutrient contamination contributed by lease land farming on Tule Lake National Wildlife 
Refuge as a factor in post dam removal water quality. 

2.  The DEIS/DEIR fails to adequately assess the impact of the Keno Dam impoundment 
to water quality goals after dam removal. 

Table ES-7 also states “Low levels of dissolved oxygen and high water temperatures 
during certain times of year would prohibit passage of fish through the Keno 
impoundment and Upper Klamath Lake.”

Under the KBRA/KHSA Keno Dam would be turned over to the Department of Interior 
for management.  No explanation or plan is provided for, or if water quality improvement 
would occur under federal management.  In order for commenting agencies and the 
public to understand the water quality impacts of the Keno Dam a more precise 
explanation than “certain times of the year” should be provided.

3.  The DEIS/DEIR fails to adequately address the impact of Upper Klamath Lake water 
quality to post dam removal water quality in the Klamath River downstream of the dams. 

Under the KBRA/KHSA, Upper Klamath Lake would continue to be used as a reservoir 
for storage of water for distribution to irrigators and the downstream Klamath River.  
Increased capacity based on re-flooding subsided former marshes (Williamson River 
Delta) is part of this plan. Before alterations to enable agriculture, over a century ago, the 
upper Klamath Lake marshes provided treatment for the naturally occurring high 
phosphorous level water flowing into the lake through volcanic rock and soil.  Converting 
the marshes to pasture resulted in three negative effects: 
a.  Drastic reduction of phosphate removal and nutrient stabilization, 
b.  Addition of nutrient rich runoff from agriculture, 
c.  Significant removal of marsh bird habitat. 

As a result, Upper Klamath Lake is hypereutrophic with high levels of algae and nutrients 
and low levels of dissolved oxygen that cannot sustain fish and other aquatic life upon 
which birds depend. 

Management of functional marshes around Upper Klamath Lake that formerly stabilized 
nutrients and controlled algae will require nearly continuous hydraulic connectivity with 
the lake which, due to subsidence of former pastureland, will require a lower lake level 
with limited level fluctuation.  This may result in less storage capacity, not more, and 
generate a conflict between water quality and quantity.   

Comment 2 cont. 

Comment 3 - Keno Transfer

Comment 4 - Water Quality
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4.  The DEIS/DEIR fails to adequately evaluate the effect of the dam impoundments on 
nutrient conversion.  Although the toxic algae in the lower impoundments would be 
reduced or eliminated by dam removal, the algal role in nutrient conversion has not been 
quantified. What threats to fish and wildlife, if any, do these nutrients pose down river 
during low flows?   

Polluted water from this river system’s dams is adversely affecting fish and wildlife 
along the river.  Polluted water from the Klamath Basin has both direct and indirect 
effects on wildlife in our area and thus both direct and indirect effect on coastal
economies.   

5.  The DEIS/DEIR fails to adequately evaluate the current effects of the dams and likely 
effect of their removal to nearshore ocean waters and coastal wildlife.  Salmonids 
returning to the Pacific Ocean provide food for coastal seabirds such as cormorants, 
murres, and osprey.  Bald eagles used to be much more common along the coast.  Since 
the dams were built we have witnessed a decline of over 6000 jobs in the fishing industry 
in cities along the coast of Mendocino, Humboldt, and Del Norte counties of California 
and Curry County, Oregon.  Recently, many dead common murres have washed up along 
our beaches.  Some of this die-off is caused by red-tide, a harmful algal bloom.  Healthy, 
well-fed birds have more resistance to the organisms causing red-tide. 

6.  The DEIS/DEIR does not adequately address the current effects of the dams and likely 
effect of their removal on the river corridor.  Carcasses of spawned out salmonids 
provide a rich protein source for wildlife along the river.  Raccoons, bears, river otters, 
even mice and shrews are among the mammals that feed on spawned out fish.  
Ospreys, Bald eagles, herons, egrets, and kingfishers are among the birds that benefit 
directly on fish in our rivers. These mammals and birds move upland to feed their 
young where their droppings nourish our forests. 

The KBRA and KHSA were not subjected to a NEPA or CEQA process and therefore 
may be illegal adherents to this DEIR/DEIS

Comment 5 - Water Quality

Comment 6 - Marine Life

Comment 7 - Terrestrial/Wildlife

Comment 8 - NEPA/CEQA
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Comment Author Garcia, Dawn 
Agency/Assoc. Altacal Audubon Society 
Submittal Date December 29, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

   
AO_LT_1229_049-1 Master Response Gen-2, Some People Support Dam Removal 

and Others Oppose Dam Removal. 
No

   
AO_LT_1229_049-2 All alternatives presented in the EIS/EIR contemplate full 

implementation of the all Klamath Basin (including Lost River) 
TMDLs. Under these conditions it is anticipated that over time 
water quality conditions will improve throughout the basin to the 
extent that beneficial uses can be supported including cold-water 
fish requiring populations. The TMDLs propose actions to mitigate 
the impacts of agricultural operations on water quality.  

No 

   
AO_LT_1229_049-3 Water quality data collected from Keno Dam impoundment 

indicates that incidence of low dissolved oxygen can occur 
between mid-summer (June or July) to fall (as late as early 
November). These water quality conditions are a result of a 
combination of factors, such as the quality of inflow water, air 
temperatures, and algae blooms. The states of CA and OR have 
developed TMDLs for the Klamath river in accordance with the 
Clean Water Act, and California Water Code Division 7, Chapter 4 
Article 3 and OAR Chapter 340, Division 42, respectively. Section 
3.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR, Water Quality, describes the TMDLs in 
detail. The TMDLs will remain in effect following the transfer of 
ownership of Keno Dam. Although the transfer of ownership of 
Keno Dam is not intended to improve water quality, the FRP of the 
KBRA specifies that it will include, but may not be limited to, water 
quality improvements, permanent protection of riparian vegetation, 
measures to prevent and control excessive sediment inputs, and 
remediation of fish passage problems, among others. The Phase I 
Plan of the FRP will address management and reduction of 
organic and nutrient loads in and above Keno Impoundment/Lake 
Ewauna and in the Klamath River downstream (KBRA Section 
10.1.2). The KHSA states that it is expected that the 
implementation of the KHSA commitments, coupled with Facilities 
Removal will meet each State’s applicable TMDL requirements. 
Prior to the measures taking effect, anadromous fish will be 
trapped below Keno dam and transported above Keno dam to 
avoid the area of impaired water quality.  

No 

   
AO_LT_1229_049-4 The proposed actions contemplated within the Draft EIS/EIR all 

assume full implementation of all Klamath Basin TMDLs (including 
the Lost River). It is anticipated that through these unrelated 
programs that water quality will improve over time and that at 
some point in the future all beneficial uses will be supported.  

No 

   
AO_LT_1229_049-5 Master Response WQ-27 Nutrient Retention With Dams, Nutrient 

Release Without Dams, and Periphyton.  
Master Response WQ-4B, C. Hydroelectric Project Impacts to 
Water Quality & Anticipated KHSA/KBRA Improvements.   

No 
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Comment Author Garcia, Dawn 
Agency/Assoc. Altacal Audubon Society 
Submittal Date December 29, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

 
Master Response WQ-23 Dam Removal Water Quality Effects on 
Terrestrial Species.   

   
AO_LT_1229_049-6 A paragraph has been added to the text describing the benefit to 

terrestrial wildlife and habitat of restoring passage for anadromous 
fish species. These fish would provide nutrient-rich food for 
terrestrial species, including bald eagles, osprey, and many other 
species of birds and mammals. These consumers would 
subsequently deposit these marine-derived nutrients into terrestrial 
habitats, increasing productivity of riparian vegetation and 
benefiting terrestrial ecosystems as a whole.  

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1229_049-7 Master Response TERR-1 Terrestrial Benefits of Restoring 

Salmon Passage.  
Yes 

   
AO_LT_1229_049-8 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record.  No 
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Comment Author Gillespie, Don 
Agency/Assoc. The Friends of Del Norte 
Submittal Date December 8, 2011 
 

Portions of this letter are verbatim duplicates of comments submitted in the comment document coded - 
GP_WI_1110_480. Responses to those comments that were duplicated in this letter are presented in this 
EIS/EIR alongside GP_WI_1110_480. Responses to comments provided in this letter that were not also 
submitted as a part of GP_WI_1110_480 are listed below. 
 
Comment Code Comment Response Change in 

EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1208_041-1 Master Response ALT-3 Elimination of Alternative 13 - Federal 
Takeover of the Klamath Hydroelectric Project from Detailed 
Study.  

No 

   
AO_LT_1208_041-2 Actions on the Scott and Shasta Rivers are not part of the action 

alternatives. 
No 

   
AO_LT_1208_041-3 The timeline figure has been revised to note that irrigation 

deliveries were recommenced prior to approximately 33,000 
returning adult salmon dying in the main stem of the Klamath River 
in 2002. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1208_041-4 KBRA was negotiated and signed by a diverse array of over 40 

parties with an interest in resolving Klamath Basin issues including 
the allocation of water between in-river uses and water diversions 
for irrigation.  
 
The KBRA is analyzed as a connected action. NEPA defines 
connected actions as those actions that are closely related or 
cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken 
previously or simultaneously (40 CFR 1508.25(a)(1)(ii)).13 Some 
actions or component elements of the KBRA are independent 
obligations and thus have independent utility from the KHSA, but 
the implementation of several significant elements of the KBRA 
package would be different, if the determination under the KHSA is 
not to pursue full dam removal (see Table 1-1). Recognizing that 
implementation of many elements of the KBRA are unknown and 
not reasonably foreseeable at this time, the connected action 
analysis is being undertaken at a programmatic level. The KBRA 
analysis in this EIS/EIR is programmatic, as described in Section 
15168 of the CEQA Guidelines. A program-level document is 
appropriate when a project consists of a series of smaller projects 
or phases that may be implemented separately. Under the 
programmatic EIR approach, future projects or phases may 
require additional, project-specific environmental analysis 
including an evaluation of compliance with federal laws such as 
the Clean Water Act and the Endangered Species Act. 
Consequently, appropriate NEPA compliance will be completed for 
the separate KBRA components in the future. The KBRA does not 
supersede existing laws or regulations and does not exempt any 
actions from compliance with ESA or CESA. Project level actions 
and decisions will continue to be made in compliance with existing 
laws and regulations. 

No 
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Comment Author Glass, Larry 
Agency/Assoc. Northcoast Environmental Center 
Submittal Date December 30, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1230_060-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_060-2 Neither NEPA nor CEQA mandate a certain outcome as a result of 

a Proposed Action or alternatives. The purpose of the NEPA and 
CEQA environmental review process is to disclose to decision 
makers and the public the significant environmental effects of a 
Proposed Action  or project (40 CFR Section 1502.1; CEQA 
21002.1(a)). The Proposed Action is to remove the four lower 
PacifiCorp dams on the Klamath River. The need for the Proposed 
Action is to advance restoration of the salmonid fisheries in the 
Klamath Basin consistent with the KHSA and the connected 
KBRA. The purpose is to achieve a free flowing river condition and 
full volitional fish passage as well as other goals expressed in the 
KHSA and KBRA (Draft EIS/EIR Section 1.4.1.2, p. 1-29). In order 
to accomplish these objectives, 18 alternatives were developed, 5 
of which were fully analyzed in the EIS/EIR (EIS/EIR, Appendix A). 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_060-3 Lower Klamath NWR was historically connected to the Klamath 

River and was part of the natural hydrology of the Klamath River 
system and function. In the late 1920's, the refuge was artificially 
disconnected from the river when a railroad grade was 
constructed. Until Lower Klamath NWR is reconnected to the 
Klamath River, the hydrology of the refuge will not be affected 
whether dams remain in or are removed. Implementation of 
programs under the KBRA would increase the amount of water in 
the Klamath River and maintain the elevation of Upper Klamath 
Lake. Water allocations and delivery obligations would also be 
established for the Lower Klamath NWR and Tule Lake NWR. The 
current allocation to the refuges during drought years is 0.0 acre-
feet.  Under the KBRA, the NWRs would be guaranteed an 
allocation that could range from 48,000 acre-feet in normal to wet 
years down to 24,000 acre-feet in drier years. Therefore, no 
impacts on wetland habitat or birds using habitat provided by the 
NWRs are anticipated. 
 
In addition, the KBRA includes several programs that would seek 
willing sellers as a method of increasing inflows into Upper 
Klamath Lake and available water supplies on Reclamation’s 
Klamath Project including the voluntary WURP and projects on 
Upper Klamath Lake to increase water storage potential.  The 
WURP is a voluntary program intended to increase the inflow to 
Upper Klamath Lake by purchase or retirement of surface water 
rights for irrigation from willing sellers and other techniques.   
 
The KBRA does not require the National Wildlife Refuges to allow 
or continue lease land farming.  Management of refuge lease 
lands would remain subject to the Refuge System Improvement 

No 
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Comment Author Glass, Larry 
Agency/Assoc. Northcoast Environmental Center 
Submittal Date December 30, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

Act, the Kuchel Act, and all other applicable laws, regulations and 
policies. The KBRA does not supersede existing laws or 
regulations and does not exempt any actions from compliance with 
NEPA, CEQA, ESA, or CESA.  As plans and programs are 
developed under the KBRA, they will be made in compliance with 
existing laws and regulations including opportunities for public 
review and comment. 
 
This EIS/EIR analyzes the effect of removing the Four Facilities.  
Potential effects on wildlife are described in Section 3.5.  Future 
refuge management decisions with respect to lease land farming 
would be speculative and are beyond the scope of the analysis of 
this EIS/EIR. 

   
AO_LT_1230_060-4 Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8 - Dam 

Removal Without KBRA from Detailed Study, discusses the 
reasons that Alternative 8 did not move forward for more detailed 
analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR.  Additionally, the commenter’s 
characterization of the purpose and need is not accurate.  The 
Draft EIS/EIR includes the purpose and need/project objectives in 
Section 1.4.2 and cited below. 
 
Purpose and Need 
 
“The Proposed Action is to remove the four lower PacifiCorp dams 
on the Klamath River.  The need for the Proposed Action is to 
advance restoration of the salmonid fisheries in the Klamath Basin 
consistent with the KHSA and the connected KBRA.  The purpose 
is to achieve a free flowing river condition and full volitional fish 
passage as well as other goals expressed in the KHSA and KBRA.  
By the terms of the KHSA, the Secretary will determine whether 
the Proposed Action is appropriate and should proceed.  In 
making this determination, the Secretary will consider whether 
removal of the Four Facilities will advance the restoration of the 
salmonid fisheries of the Klamath Basin, and is in the public 
interest, which includes but is not limited to consideration of 
potential impacts on affected local communities and Tribes.”   
 
Project Objectives 
 
“1. Advance restoration of the salmonid fisheries in the Klamath 

Basin. 
2. Restore and sustain natural production of fish species 

throughout the Klamath Basin in part by restoring access to 
habitat currently upstream of impassable dams. 

3. Provide for full participation in harvest opportunities for sport, 
commercial, and tribal fisheries. 

4. Establish reliable water and power supplies, which sustain 
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Comment Author Glass, Larry 
Agency/Assoc. Northcoast Environmental Center 
Submittal Date December 30, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

agricultural uses and communities and NWRs. 
5. Improve long-term water quality conditions consistent with 

designated beneficial uses. 
6.  Contribute to the public welfare and the sustainability of 

Klamath Basin communities. 
7.  To be consistent with the goals and objectives of KHSA and 

KBRA.” 
   
AO_LT_1230_060-5 The KBRA is analyzed as a connected action. NEPA defines 

connected actions as those actions that are closely related or 
cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken 
previously or simultaneously (40 CFR 1508.25(a)(1)(ii)).13 Some 
actions or component elements of the KBRA are independent 
obligations and thus have independent utility from the KHSA, but 
the implementation of several significant elements of the KBRA 
package would be different, if the determination under the KHSA is 
not to pursue full dam removal (see Table 1-1). Recognizing that 
implementation of many elements of the KBRA are unknown and 
not reasonably foreseeable at this time, the connected action 
analysis is being undertaken at a programmatic level. The KBRA 
analysis in this EIS/EIR is programmatic, as described in Section 
15168 of the CEQA Guidelines. A program-level document is 
appropriate when a project consists of a series of smaller projects 
or phases that may be implemented separately. Under the 
programmatic EIR approach, future projects or phases may 
require additional, project-specific environmental analysis 
including an evaluation of compliance with federal laws such as 
the Clean Water Act and the Endangered Species Act. 
Consequently, appropriate NEPA compliance will be completed for 
the separate KBRA components in the future. The KBRA does not 
supersede existing laws or regulations and does not exempt any 
actions from compliance with ESA or CESA. Project level actions 
and decisions will continue to be made in compliance with existing 
laws and regulations. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_060-6 Master Response TERR-3 Invasive Species Control.  

 
The Lead Agencies complied with NEPA and CEQA in 
development of the Draft EIS/EIR. 
 
  

No 
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Comment Author Graham, Gary 
Agency/Assoc. Environmental Protection Information Center 
Submittal Date October 26, 2011 
 

 
Comment Code Comment Response Change in 

EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1026_022-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 
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AO_MC_1026_016 
KLAMATH DAM REMOVAL 
DRAFT EIS/EIR HEARING 

OCTOBER 26, 2011 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
ARCATA, CALIFORNIA 

MR. GREACEN: Good evening. I'm Scott Greacen,  

North Coast director for the Friends of the Eel River.  

That's G-r-e-a-c-e-n.  

I want to note today that we have seen a really  

historic and happy occasion. Today was the day they blew  

a big hole in the Condit Dam on the White Salmon River  

and let that river run free for the first time in a  

hundred years. It seems to me this country went on a dam  

building frenzy in the west, and now we're having  

something of a dam busting jubilee. And I celebrate this  

event tonight as part of what I hope will be a long and  

proud tradition of decommissioning dams.  

Friends of the Eel River supports removal of the  

Klamath River dams and the restoration and recovery of  

the Klamath fisheries. I particularly want to call  

attention to the need to advance recovery prospects for  

wild spring Chinook in the Klamath Basin. A couple of  

other speakers have talked about this. But without dam  

removal, we will not see recovery of this unique and  

critically important species. I'm very concerned about  

that.  

I do want to offer an observation about the  

underlying KBRA Agreement and the process going forward.  

Comment 1 - Approves of  
Dam Removal  

Comment 2 - Out of Scope 
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Notwithstanding the support that I think you hear from  

this group of folks and others for dam removal, and I  

think that the very strong support you'll hear  

nationally, it's pretty clear that the party now in  

control of the U.S. House of Representatives will not  

advance this proposal, and, similarly, it's going to be a  

little difficult to get the State of California to pony  

up the amount of money that's been promised, you know,  

under the current proposal.  

So, given that the plan probably won't go  

forward exactly as promised, there is going to be some  

need to sit down and renegotiate some of the details.  

Given that, it seems to me appropriate to address some of  

the concerns you're hearing tonight. You know, given the  

inability of the California Department of Fish and Game  

to address problems in the Scott and Shasta Basin, maybe  

those need to be brought in.  

But my larger point is that some of those  

procedural and substantive concerns have real weight. 
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Comment Author Greacen, Scott 
Agency/Assoc. Friends of the Eel River 
Submittal Date October 26, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_MC_1026_016-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 

   
AO_MC_1026_016-2 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record.  No 
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AO_WI_0923_001 
 

From: Info@OnsiteEnergy.za.net[SMTP:INFO@ONSITEENERGY.ZA.NET] 
Sent: Friday, September 23, 2011 2:07:37 PM 
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; KSDcomments@dfg.ca.gov; werner@wrinkledog.com 
Subject: Web Inquiry: Dam Removal 
Auto forwarded by a Rule 
 
Name: Hannes 
Organization: Onsite Energy, LP 
 
Subject: Dam Removal 
 
Body: Please consider the hydrokinetic power barge disruptive innovation 
technology which can be viewed at http://OnsiteEnergy.za.net 

 

 

Comment 1 - Other/General 
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Comment Author Hannes 
Agency/Assoc. Onsite Energy, LP 
Submittal Date September 23, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_WI_0923_001-1 The power barge as alternative energy source was reviewed at the 
website provided. This alternative method of electrical generation 
is a floating structure that uses the river current and slow moving 
turbines to generate electricity, instead of a fixed dam. According 
to the website, this operation has the potential to decrease harm to 
wildlife present in the river. The power barge is not an alternative 
to dam removal; but rather, an alternative for replacement 
electrical power that could use the existing electrical grid located 
at the four facilities. The power barge requires dam removal, so 
the environmental effects of the Proposed Action would not differ 
from the first phase of dam removal.  

Yes 
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AO_WI_1230_063 
------------------------------------------- 
From: will@mkwc.org[SMTP:WILL@MKWC.ORG] 
Sent: Saturday, December 31, 2011 12:34:37 AM 
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; werner@wrinkledog.com 
Subject: Web Inquiry: Written comments on DEIS/DEIR on Klamath Facilities Removal 
Auto forwarded by a Rule 
 
Name: Will Harling 
Organization: Mid Klamath Watershed Council 
 
Subject: Written comments on DEIS/DEIR on Klamath Facilities Removal 
Body: December 30, 2011 
 
Ms. Elizabeth Vasquez 
Bureau of Reclamation 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 
 
Mr. Gordon Leppig 
California Department of Fish & Game 
619 Second Street 
Eureka, CA 95501 
 
Re: Written comments on DEIS/DEIR on Klamath Facilities Removal 
 
Dear Ms. Vasquez and Mr. Leppig: 
 
Please add the following comments onto the administrative record, and ensure that 
they receive full consideration and response in the final EIS/EIR document 
regarding Klamath dam removal. This set of comments is submitted on behalf of the 
Mid Klamath Watershed Council (MKWC), a non-profit organization planning and 
implementing fisheries and upslope restoration projects directly below the 
Klamath dams in the Middle Klamath watershed. The mission of the Mid Klamath 
Watershed Council is to collaboratively plan and implement watershed restoration, 
coordinate education on land management issues, and promote community vitality by 
operating a community center and creating sustainable local economic 
opportunities. 
 
Based on the findings of the DEIS/DEIR (DEIS) on Klamath facilities removal and 
the collective observations of our board and staff, it is clear that the benefits 
of dam removal significantly outweigh any adverse impacts of the proposed action. 
Therefore, MKWC urges federal and state agencies to select Alternative 2 and 
proceed with implementation no later than the year 2020. The following comments 
reflect specific recommendations to strengthen and clarify the DEIS before it is 
made final, the bulk of which echo recommendations made by Klamath Riverkeeper. 
 
Water Quality 
 
Section 2 of Chapter 3 in the DEIS needs to disclose the exact numeric pollution 
load reductions assigned to various responsible parties in the mainstem Klamath 

Comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal

Duplicate of
AO_LT_1230_057
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TMDLs, including load reductions assigned to agricultural dischargers and 
PacifiCorp. 
 
Further, the final EIS/EIR needs to analyze the economic, environmental and 
environmental justice consequences of non-compliance with the TMDLs, especially 
in the event that the Klamath dams receive new licenses or TMDL compliance in 
Oregon is delayed. 
 
Additionally, the final EIS/EIR should analyze the estimated cost range to 
PacifiCorp for compliance with the California and Oregon TMDLs without dam 
removal. The cost of compliance with these TMDLs in a dam relicensing scenario 
(the No Action Alternative) should then be compared to the estimated cost of 
compliance with the same TMDLs under Alternative 2. MKWC anticipates that such an 
analysis would demonstrate that, due to significant water quality benefits to be 
derived from dam removal, Alternative 2 is the more economically sensible and 
expedient path to TMDL compliance. 
 
Aquatic Resources 
 
Although spring Chinook salmon are not listed under the ESA as coho salmon are, 
they are a species of special concern to Klamath River communities, particularly 
because of their value as a fish that lengthens the fishing season, provides 
needed nutritional and health benefits such as Omega 3 in local diets, and 
indicates generally a more biodiverse and healthy ecosystem. 
 
More importantly, Spring Chinook salmon populations have been in steep decline, 
almost to the point of extinction. This jeopardy for "springers" lead several 
conservation groups to petition the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for listing 
status for the species. 
 
While the DEIS mentions spring Chinook in multiple parts of the document, the 
benefits we anticipate that the spring run would derive from dam removal were not 
adequately explored in the DEIS, and may have been under-estimated in Section 3.3 
of the DEIS. 
 
On page 3.3-101 of the DEIS, the analysis of impacts to Spring Chinook from the 
proposed Alternative 2 states: "While noting uncertainties based on existing 
data, the panel concluded that the prospects for the Proposed Action to provide a 
substantial positive effect for spring Chinook salmon is more remote than for 
fall-run Chinook salmon. The primary concern of the panel was that low abundance 
and productivity (return per spawner) of spring Chinook salmon would limit 
recolonization of habitats upstream of Iron Gate Dam." 
 
Although abundance and productivity are certainly seriously reduced from historic 
levels, adult spring Chinook counts in the past two years in the Salmon River 
have been on the rebound, suggesting not only the resilience of the species but 
also that abundance and productivity could also recover quickly under the right 
conditions. This would seem to suggest that spring Chinook could also benefit 
substantially from Alternative 2 in the short term. Spring Chinook salmon 
migration up the Klamath River on an annual basis is artificially blocked by 
excessive mainstem Klamath River water temperatures. On good water years such as 
2011, springers have been able to reach the Scott River and above. If Alternative 

Duplicate cont.
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2 was implemented, conditions in the mainstem Klamath could improve to the point 
where springers could reach the cold water springs and streams currently masked 
or blocked by the dams. The final EIS/EIR should analyze low abundance and 
productivity in relation to relative advantages in their life histories and 
habitats (ie: utilizing tributaries more than the polluted mainstem for spawning 
and rearing), as well as their relative tolerance for increased sediment loads 
during migration. 
 
We assert that since spring Chinook salmon historically inhabited even the far 
upper reaches of the Klamath Basin because of its spring-fed hydrology and the 
cold-water habitat that provides them, and because of their relative resilience, 
"springers" are likely to benefit more substantially than the DEIS calculates. In 
turn, the health of the whole Klamath River ecosystem is likely to benefit 
substantially from increased biodiversity, genetic diversity in fish runs and 
healthier, more sustainable salmon-dependent human communities. 
 
The final EIS/EIR should also more extensively analyze the impacts of the 
proposed action and other alternatives to green sturgeon, freshwater mussels and 
eulachon. 
 
Environmental Consequences to Groundwater 
 
MKWC is pleased to see that pages 3.7-17 and 3.7-18 in the DEIS analyze the 
unprecedented groundwater pumping restrictions included in Section 15.2.4 of the 
KBRA, and the benefits those restrictions could translate into in terms of 
healthier in-river flows and flow-dependent fisheries. We would like to see this 
analysis extended to examine particularly the benefits of potential flow 
increases from KBRA groundwater protections for fall Chinook salmon whose 
populations can clearly suffer when flows are too low and temperatures then 
become too high, as happened in the September 2002 adult fish kill. 
 
Without addressing groundwater usage in the Upper Basin, we will fail to achieve 
full restoration potential for salmon and local communities who depend on 
sustainable flows and fisheries, even in a post-dam removal era in the Klamath. 
And without the KBRA, our chances of regulating groundwater use are substantially 
slimmer due to political pushback, complex legal frameworks and the notable lag 
between groundwater science and policy. 
 
Socioeconomics 
 
Property owners adjacent to the reservoirs and river near the Klamath dams claim 
that their property values have already dropped due to the prospect of Klamath 
dam removal. However, it is essential to disclose in any analysis of these claims 
that there is no evidence that directly connects proposals to remove the Klamath 
dams and purported decreases in nearby properties. 
 
Any analysis of such claims must also examine whether toxic algae blooms and 
resulting health advisory postings could have had a similar effect on property 
values. Similarly, consideration of such claims must also examine whether a 
broader economic recession and associated drops in housing prices could also be 
responsible for the decrease in property values. 
 

Duplicate cont.
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The EIS also rightly considers the potential for increases in property values 
that would most likely result from cleaner water and more abundant, healthy fish 
populations expected due to dam removal on the Klamath. 
 
Additionally, if impacts to property values around the reservoirs are analyzed in 
the EIS, impacts to property values further downstream must also be analyzed. 
Here as well, benefits to fisheries, water quality, recreation and local 
economies must be taken into account as property values for downstream land is 
analyzed. We propose that when this exercise is completed, the potential benefits 
to property values throughout the watershed from improved conditions due to dam 
removal will outweigh purported drops in property value due to dam removal. 
Indeed, there is evidence to suggest that while property values can dip in the 
short-term in the wake of dam removal projects, they rise again in the long-term 
and can even exceed pre-removal values because of consequences such as cleaner 
water, healthier and more robust fish populations and improved scenic qualities 
of the landscape. 
 
On a related note, please more carefully and specifically analyze the economic 
benefits of dam removal for communities downstream. While there are obviously 
quantifiable employment, fisheries, habitat and water quality benefits 
anticipated to result from Klamath dam removal, there are also likely to be more 
robust economic engines both upstream and downstream of the dams where life 
revolves around salmon and the river. Eco-tourism is likely to play a role, which 
should result in more recreational fishing, fishing guide businesses, raft guide 
businesses, patrons at local stores, restaurants, bars and local lodging 
establishments. 
 
And besides increased visitors to the watershed seeking to experience a wild 
river and witness or wrestle with its fish runs, recovering fisheries would 
likely lead to stronger restoration economies and social fabrics. In turn, 
stronger restoration economies throughout the Klamath Basin could lead to a self-
sustaining community, thriving rural schools and  younger generations that learn 
the value of both sustainable agriculture and fisheries that are produced 
locally. The KBRA and KHSA give us the opportunity to achieve better ecological 
and socio-economic balance throughout the basin, and to develop a stronger sense 
of stewardship and good will towards neighboring communities. 
 
In the final EIS/EIR, please also analyze the net worth of a restoration economy 
in the long-term, vs. the net worth of a degrading and extractive economy. The 
analysis on this topic must disclose the socioeconomic impacts on communities 
throughout the Klamath Basin of industries that damage, use up and/or export 
natural resources that constitute the wealth of our region. A rough initial 
calculation by farming and fishing advocates shows that these economies of the 
Klamath add up to equal at least $750 million annually, and that doesn't even 
include revenues from the restoration economy, tourism, sport fishing or the 
value of subsistence fishing by tribes (which is exceedingly difficult to 
quantify, but must also be considered and weighed.) If quantification of the 
economic value of these industries/practices is too difficult, at a minimum, the 
economic value of restoration jobs created under the KBRA, sport fishing 
increases and tribal harvest increases must be qualitatively acknowledged. 
 

Duplicate cont.

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses

Vol. III, 11.7-221 - December 2012



What's more, it's important that the final EIS/EIR qualitatively address the fact 
that the job creation estimates contained in the DEIS are very conservative ones. 
For instance, on page 3.15-93 of the DEIS, the estimate that the removal of four 
Klamath dams would cause a 9% increase in the in-river recreational fishery and 
three new jobs seems too low. 
 
Environmental Justice 
 
It's refreshing to read an environmental impact analysis that does such a 
thorough and accurate job of disclosing and addressing the environmental justice 
impacts of a range of alternatives. It is appropriate to acknowledge that tribal 
communities were never consulted about how they would be impacted when these dams 
were constructed. Thus, these tribal communities (and others that depend on a 
healthy river and fishery) have clearly suffered disproportionate exposure to 
environmental consequences from past decisions regarding these dams. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Thank you for the hard work, research and perceptive approach used in preparing 
and formulating the DEIS, and for considering and responding to these comments in 
the final EIS/EIR.  Please contact me if you have any questions about the content 
of these comments, or wish to follow up further. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Will Harling, Executive Director 
Mid Klamath Watershed Council 
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Comment Author Harling, Will 
Agency/Assoc. Mid Klamath Watershed Council 
Submittal Date December 30, 2011 
 

Portions of this letter are verbatim duplicates of comments submitted in the comment document coded - 
AO_LT_1230_057. Responses to those comments that were duplicated in this letter are presented in this 
EIS/EIR alongside AO_LT_1230_057. A response to the comment provided in this letter that was not also 
submitted as a part of AO_LT_1230_057 is listed below. 
 
Comment Code Comment Response Change in

EIS/EIR

AO_WI_1230_063- 1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 
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Comment Author Heiken, Doug 
Agency/Assoc. Oregon Wild 
Submittal Date November 15, 2011 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1115_030-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1115_030-2 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal 

and Others Oppose Dame Removal.  
No 

   
AO_LT_1115_030-3 Master Response WSWR-11 Effects on Refuge Water Supply.  No 
 
AO_LT_1115_030-4 As explained in Section 3.1.1.5 of the EIS/EIR, for purposes of 

NEPA, the Lead Agencies use Alternative 1, No Action, as a basis 
of comparison.  For purposes of CEQA, the Lead Agencies use 
the conditions at the time of the Notice of Preparation. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1115_030-5 Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8-Dam 

Removal Without KBRA from Detailed Study, describes in detail 
why Alternative 8 was not carried forward for more detailed 
analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR. 
 
As described under NEPA regulations Section 1502.13, the 
Purpose and Need "shall briefly specify the purpose and need to 
which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives 
including the proposed action." CEQA regulations Section 15124 
describes that a clearly written statement of objectives helps the 
lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to 
evaluate in the EIR. "The statement of objectives should include 
the underlying purpose of the project" (CCR Title 14, Chapter 3, 
Article 9 Section 15124). The purpose and need and CEQA 
project objectives were developed to reflect the underlying goals 
and objectives included in the KHSA and KBRA. The Lead 
Agencies set forth a reasonable statement of purpose and need 
and project objectives regarding why the action was proposed and 
what it hoped to achieve. Moreover, the lead agencies formulated 
a reasonable range of alternatives.  

No 

   
AO_LT_1115_030-6 Master Response WSWR-11a and b Effects on Refuge Water 

Supply.  
No 

 
AO_LT_1115_030-7 Master Response ALT-3 Elimination of Alternative 13-Federal 

Takeover of the Klamath Hydroelectric Project from Detailed 
Study.  

No 

   
AO_LT_1115_030-8 Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8-Dam 

Removal Without KBRA from Detailed Study. 
 
Master Response ALT-7 Elimination of KBRA without KHSA 
Including Alternatives 16-Dredge Upper Klamath Lake and 
Alternative 18-Partition of Upper Klamath Lake from Detailed 
Study.  

No 
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Comment Author Heiken, Doug 
Agency/Assoc. Oregon Wild 
Submittal Date November 15, 2011 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1115_030-9 The EIS/EIR fully describes the adverse ecological consequences 
of the KBRA at a programmatic level. 
 
The KBRA includes programs that will undergo detailed 
development and analysis in the future including a detailed 
Drought Plan (KBRA Section 19.2). The KBRA analysis, however, 
is programmatic, as described in Section 15168 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, because the details of this plan are unknown and not 
reasonably foreseeable at this time. A program-level document is 
appropriate when a project consists of a series of smaller projects 
or phases that may be implemented separately. These programs 
will likely undergo detailed development and analysis in the future. 
Therefore, it is anticipated additional NEPA and CEQA analyses 
for the suite of actions contained in KBRA will be tiered as 
appropriate to this EIS/EIR. 
 
Master Response WSWR-11 Effects on Refuge Water Supply.  
 
Both NEPA and CEQA include provisions that the draft 
environmental review analyze a reasonable range of 
alternatives that meet most of the purpose and need/project 
objections, and are potentially feasible (40 CFR § 1502.14; 
43 CFR § 46.420(b); Pub. Resources Code, sec. 21002; 
CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15126.6(a), (c), (f)). Alternatives 
should be limited to ones that avoid or substantially lessen the 
Proposed Action’s significant environmental effects (CEQA 
Guidelines secs. 15126.6(a), (c), (f), sec. 15204(a); Draft EIS/EIR, 
section 2.3). The Lead Agencies are not required to consider all 
conceivable alternatives to the Proposed Action. (Pub. Resources 
Code, § 21091(d)(2)(B); CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15126.6(a); sec. 
15204(a). Nor are the Lead Agencies required to analyze an 
alternative whose effects cannot be reasonably ascertained and 
whose implementation is remote and speculative. (CEQA 
Guidelines, sec. 15126.6(f)(3). The Lead Agencies developed a 
list of 18 preliminary alternatives that were screened down to five. 
These five alternatives were analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR 
because they best meet the NEPA purpose and CEQA objectives, 
minimize negative effects, and are potentially feasible (Draft 
EIS/EIR, section 2.3). (A full description of the alternatives and the 
rationale for screening the alternatives is presented in Appendix A, 
the Alternatives Formulation Report). 

No 

 
AO_LT_1115_030-10 The KBRA does include several methods to reduce agricultural 

water demands including the WURP and the On-Project Plan for 
Reclamation’s Klamath Project. The KBRA and these methods of 
reducing agricultural water demand are analyzed in the EIS/EIR. 
The KBRA analysis, however, is programmatic, as described in 
Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, because the details of 

No 
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Comment Author Heiken, Doug 
Agency/Assoc. Oregon Wild 
Submittal Date November 15, 2011 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

these programs are unknown and not reasonably foreseeable at 
this time. A program-level document is appropriate when a project 
consists of a series of smaller projects or phases that may be 
implemented separately. These programs will likely undergo 
detailed development and analysis in the future. Therefore, it is 
anticipated additional NEPA and CEQA analyses for the suite of 
actions contained in KBRA will be tiered as appropriate to this 
EIS/EIR. 
 
The WURP is a voluntary program intended to increase the inflow 
to Upper Klamath Lake by purchase or retirement of surface water 
rights for irrigation from willing sellers, forbearance agreements, 
short-term leases, split season irrigation, alternative upland 
management techniques, juniper removal, water efficiency 
projects, dryland crop alternatives, natural storage resulting from 
wetland restoration and improved riparian area performance, and 
other similar measures. The On-Project Plan is intended to align 
water supply and demand for areas within the Klamath 
Reclamation Project. The On-Project Plan is to include 
consideration of a variety of techniques to align supply and 
demand including conservation easements, forbearance 
agreements, conjunctive use programs, efficiency measures, land 
acquisitions, water acquisitions, groundwater development, 
groundwater substitution, other voluntary transactions, water 
storage, and any other applicable measures. In addition, the 
KBRA contemplates the establishment of a real time management 
of water in the basin which would allow, among other benefits, 
individual irrigators to make seasonal cropping decisions based on 
projected water availability.  

 
AO_LT_1115_030-11 The increase in water diversions relative to the No Action only 

occurs during dry years when there are no peak flows with or 
without KBRA in place. The frequency of flushing flows is actually 
predicted to increase under KBRA. Based upon the hydrology 
simulations of daily flows by Reclamation (2012d, p. 6-9), the 10% 
exceedance flows under the Dam Removal Alternative are about 5 
to 10 percent greater for the months of January through March.  
  
The higher flows for the Dam Removal Alternative during the 
months of January through April below Iron Gate Dam are partly 
due to the fact that the simulations include pulse flows that would 
be implemented under the KBRA. An example of the comparison 
between daily flows is shown Figure 6-13 of Reclamation (2012d). 
Under the Dam Removal Alternative, more years have peak flows 
above 5,000 cfs. Based upon the 50 year hydrologic simulation of 
daily average flows, the 2-year flood was approximately 5,700 cfs 
under the Dam Removal Alternative and 3,500 cfs under the No 
Action Alternative. Under the Dam Removal Alternative, the 5-year 

No 
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Comment Author Heiken, Doug 
Agency/Assoc. Oregon Wild 
Submittal Date November 15, 2011 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

flood was increased to 10,000 cfs from 8,700 cfs under the No 
Action Alternative. 

 
AO_LT_1115_030-12 The purpose of the NEPA and CEQA environmental review 

process is to disclose to decision makers and the public the 
significant environmental effects of a Proposed Action or project 
(40 CFR Section 1502.1). While NEPA requires a discussion of 
the potential socioeconomic impacts of the Proposed Action, 
neither NEPA nor CEQA require an analysis of the costs of 
constructing, operating, or maintaining a Proposed Action. 
Therefore, it is beyond the scope of this Draft EIS/EIR to analyze 
the costs of implementing the Proposed Action or to examine 
alternatives specifically because they may be more or less costly. 
The details on KBRA activities and their costs are presented in 
Appendix P KBRA IMPLAN Analysis. "The KBRA includes up to 
112 actions that could result in new economic activity in the 
counties within the Klamath Basin." 
 
"The KBRA includes Appendix C-2 Budget for Implementation of 
Agreement that provides estimates for the costs of implementing 
the KBRA. The Klamath Settlement Parties developed Appendix 
C-2 in 2008. Federal agencies have since revised Appendix C-2 
funds and extended the KBRA to 15-year period from 2012 
through 20026." 
 
Both NEPA and CEQA include provisions that the draft 
environmental review analyze a reasonable range of alternatives 
that meet most of the purpose and need/project objections, and 
are potentially feasible (40 CFR § 1502.14; 43 CFR § 46.420(b); 
Pub. Resources Code, sec. 21002; CEQA Guidelines, sec. 
15126.6(a), (c), (f).). Alternatives should be limited to ones that 
avoid or substantially lessen the Proposed Action’s significant 
environmental effects. (CEQA Guidelines secs. 15126.6(a), (c), (f), 
sec. 15204(a); Draft EIS/EIR, Section 2.3.) The Lead Agencies are 
not required to consider all conceivable alternatives to the 
Proposed Action. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21091(d)(2)(B); CEQA 
Guidelines, sec. 15126.6(a); sec. 15204(a).) Nor are the Lead 
Agencies required to analyze an alternative whose effects cannot 
be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote 
and speculative. (CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15126.6(f)(3).) Also, the 
Lead Agencies are not required to conduct every test or perform 
all research, study, and experimentation recommended or 
requested by commentors; instead, the Lead Agencies are to 
focus on significant environmental issues. (CEQA Guidelines, sec. 
15204(a).)The Lead Agencies developed a list of 18 preliminary 
alternatives that were screened down to five. The Lead Agencies 
fully analyzed the five alternatives in the Draft EIS/EIR because 
they best meet the NEPA purpose and CEQA objectives, minimize 
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Comment Author Heiken, Doug 
Agency/Assoc. Oregon Wild 
Submittal Date November 15, 2011 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

negative effects, and are potentially feasible (Draft EIS/EIR, 
Section 2.3). (A full description of the alternatives and the rationale 
for screening the alternatives is presented in Appendix A, the 
Alternatives Formulation Report).  
 

AO_LT_1115_030-13 Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8-Dam 
Removal Without KBRA from Detailed Study.  

No 

   
AO_LT_1115_030-14 The KBRA is analyzed as a connected action. NEPA defines 

connected actions as those actions that are closely related or 
cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken 
previously or simultaneously (40 CFR 1508.25(a)(1)(ii)).13 Some 
actions or component elements of the KBRA are independent 
obligations and thus have independent utility from the KHSA, but 
the implementation of several significant elements of the KBRA 
package would be different, if the determination under the KHSA is 
not to pursue full dam removal (see Table 1-1). Recognizing that 
implementation of many elements of the KBRA are unknown and 
not reasonably foreseeable at this time, the connected action 
analysis is being undertaken at a programmatic level. The KBRA 
analysis in this EIS/EIR is programmatic, as described in Section 
15168 of the CEQA Guidelines. A program-level document is 
appropriate when a project consists of a series of smaller projects 
or phases that may be implemented separately. Under the 
programmatic EIR approach, future projects or phases may 
require additional, project-specific environmental analysis 
including an evaluation of compliance with federal laws such as 
the Clean Water Act and the Endangered Species Act. 
Consequently, appropriate NEPA compliance would be completed 
for the separate KBRA components in the future. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1115_030-15 The purpose of the NEPA and CEQA environmental review 

process is to disclose to decision makers and the public the 
significant environmental effects of a Proposed Action or project 
(40 CFR Section 1502.1). While NEPA requires a discussion of 
the potential socioeconomic impacts of the Proposed Action, 
neither NEPA nor CEQA require an analysis of the costs of 
constructing, operating, or maintaining a Proposed Action. 
Therefore, it is beyond the scope of this Draft EIS/EIR to analyze 
the costs of implementing the Proposed Action or to examine 
alternatives specifically because they may be more or less costly. 
The details on KBRA activities and their costs are presented in 
Appendix P KBRA IMPLAN Analysis. "The KBRA includes up to 
112 actions that could result in new economic activity in the 
counties within the Klamath Basin." 
 
"The KBRA includes Appendix C-2 Budget for Implementation of 
Agreement that provides estimates for the costs of implementing 

No 
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Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

the KBRA. The Klamath Settlement Parties developed Appendix 
C-2 in 2008. Federal agencies have since revised Appendix C-2 
funds and extended the KBRA to 15-year period from 2012 
through 20026." 
 
Both NEPA and CEQA include provisions that the draft 
environmental review analyze a reasonable range of alternatives 
that meet most of the purpose and need/project objections, and 
are potentially feasible (40 CFR § 1502.14; 43 CFR § 46.420(b); 
Pub. Resources Code, sec. 21002; CEQA Guidelines, sec. 
15126.6(a), (c), (f).). Alternatives should be limited to ones that 
avoid or substantially lessen the Proposed Action’s significant 
environmental effects. (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15126.6(a), (c), 
(f), sec. 15204(a); Draft EIS/EIR, Section 2.3.) The Lead Agencies 
are not required to consider all conceivable alternatives to the 
Proposed Action. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21091(d)(2)(B); CEQA 
Guidelines, sec. 15126.6(a); sec. 15204(a).) Nor are the Lead 
Agencies required to analyze an alternative whose effects cannot 
be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote 
and speculative. (CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15126.6(f)(3).) Also, the 
Lead Agencies are not required to conduct every test or perform 
all research, study, and experimentation recommended or 
requested by comment authors; instead, the Lead Agencies are to 
focus on significant environmental issues. (CEQA Guidelines, sec. 
15204(a).)The Lead Agencies developed a list of 18 preliminary 
alternatives that were screened down to five. The Lead Agencies 
fully analyzed the five alternatives in the Draft EIS/EIR because 
they best meet the NEPA purpose and CEQA objectives, minimize 
negative effects, and are potentially feasible (Draft EIS/EIR, 
Section 2.3). (A full description of the alternatives and the rationale 
for screening the alternatives is presented in Appendix A, the 
Alternatives Formulation Report). 
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Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_MF_1025_006-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 
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AO_MC_1026_017 
KLAMATH DAM REMOVAL 
DRAFT EIS/EIR HEARING 

OCTOBER 26, 2011 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
ARCATA, CALIFORNIA 

MS. HELLIWELL: Hi. My name is50 

Vivian Helliwell, V-i-v-i-a-n H-e-l-l-i-w-e-l-l. I'm the 

watershed conservation director for the Institute for 

Fisheries Resources, IFR, a nonprofit with membership of 

15 commercial fishing marketing associations and also the 

group Salmon for All. 

Member groups include fishermen's associations 

from Port San Luis, Morro Bay, Monterey, Moss Landing, 

Santa Cruz, Half Moon Bay, San Francisco, Bodega Bay, 

Fort Bragg, Humboldt County, Trinidad, and Washington 

state. As IFR, we are signatories to the Klamath 

Hydroelectric Settlement Agreement and the Klamath Basin 

Restoration Agreement. 

Our ocean salmon seasons have been greatly 

curtailed over the last 20 years to prevent overfishing 

on available Klamath River salmon that mix with other 

salmon in the ocean. Known as "weak stock management," 

the closures are designed to allow maximum escapement of 

spawners each year to the Klamath River. Some years, 

salmon fishing has been closed off the entire California 

coast to protect Klamath River stocks, with great 

economic impact to our coastal fishing communities, only 

to have returning salmon encounter deadly conditions 
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after they enter the river to spawn. 

In addition to the well-known death of tens of 

thousands of adult salmon in 2002, juvenile salmon are51 

subject to great losses each year from poor water quality 

conditions in the river. Our fishing businesses, jobs, 

taxes, and coastal economy have taken the brunt of 

cumulative toxic water quality conditions and limitation 

on spawning areas caused by the Klamath River dams that 

are up for relicensing. 

Our group estimates, from the projections in the 

EIS/EIR, that, while increasing 10 percent within the 

restricted Klamath ocean zone, fishing opportunity will 

double in areas further up and down the coast, due to the 

increased fishing opportunity on salmon stocks other than 

those from the Klamath. 

We understand that the dam owner, PacifiCorp, 

has a private property right to choose the less costly 

avenue of dam removal over the higher cost of 

relicensing. Although there is additional work that 

needs to be done in the Klamath Basin outside the scope 

of the KHSA and the KBRA, removal of all four dams and 

the water and restoration agreements that have been 

reached among many parties will go a long way toward 

restoring economic vibrancy to our coastal fishing 

communities. 

And we support Alternative 2. Thank you. 

Comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal  
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Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_MC_1026_017-1 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record.  No 
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Comment Author Hemstreet, Tim 
Agency/Assoc. PacifiCorp Energy 
Submittal Date December 30, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1230_071-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam 
Removal, Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-2 The PacifiCorp 2011b document referenced in this comment is 

dated September 2011 and was therefore not available before 
the Draft EIS/EIR was released to the public on September 22, 
2011. However, text has been added to Section 3.2 Water 
Quality, Section 3.2.4.3.1.4 to describe the more recent data on 
the effects of Interim Measure 3. 
 
Additional language describing Interim Measure 2, Coho 
Enhancement Fund has been added to the Aquatic Resources 
section under the No Action/No Project Alternative.  

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-3 The Lead Agencies are aware of these issues and have made 

corrections in the Final EIS/EIR to address the inconsistencies. 
Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-4 The Proposed Action has multiple elements, including removal of 

the Four Facilities, restoration of the reservoir areas, recreation 
improvements, and the connected actions of the Keno Transfer 
and the KBRA.  The term “dam removal” may be used in some 
locations in the EIS/EIR, but the Lead Agencies clearly described 
the term in Chapter 2. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-5 Master Response AQU-17 Expert Panel Second Line of Analysis, 

Not the only line of Evidence. 
No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-6 For habitats downstream from Iron Gate Dam the EDRRA model 

uses a retrospective analysis of survival rates observed for 
Chinook salmon hatchery releases from both Iron Gate and 
Trinity River hatcheries for the years from 1979 through 2000.  
Although, the water quality and fish disease are not described as 
individual parameters within the EDRRA model, to the extent 
these parameters influenced survival of hatchery releases 
historically (1979 to 2000) is explicitly incorporated into the 
EDRRA model results and is likely one of many environmental 
parameters reflected in the high degree of uncertainty within the 
model results.  
 
While it is true that existing habitat restoration actions are not are 
not accounted for in the EDRRA model, as shown in Figures 10 
and 12 in Hendrix (2011) the existing uncertainty due to stock-
recruitment dynamics is greater than the shift in productivity due 
to habitat restoration actions associated with implementation of 
the KBRA as it is currently incorporated into the model.  Given 
the substantial difference in the magnitude of restoration actions 
envisioned under KBRA relative to current restoration actions, it 
is unlikely that the model results would show any meaningful 

No 
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Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

increases resulting from incorporation of increases in production 
resulting from existing habitat restoration efforts.  The greatest 
gains in productivity are most likely associated with increased 
access to additional habitat upstream of Iron Gate Dam provided 
to Chinook salmon under the Proposed Action.   
 
The EDRRA model is only one source of evidence that is 
described within the Draft EIS/EIR.  
 
In addition to quantitative modeling results in this regard FERC 
(2007), Hetrick et al .(2009), and Hamilton et al. (2011) 
concluded in synthesizing available information that increased 
habitat access following dam removal would result in an increase 
in the abundance of Chinook salmon population in the Klamath 
River Watershed.  
 
Moreover, the Proposed Action is intended to benefit all 
anadromous fish and salmonids and is not limited to just Chinook 
salmon.   
 
Master Response AQU-21 NRC Dam Removal Help Coho. 
 
In order to further understand the likely effects of dam removal, 
extensive surveys and reviews have been conducted as 
recommended by the National Research Council (NRC) (2004) 
on salmon and steelhead in the Klamath Basin.  Two expert 
panels, The Chinook Salmon Expert Panel and the Coho Salmon 
and Steelhead Expert Panel, were convened specifically to 
address these issues.  Two additional expert panels were 
convened to address lamprey and resident fish.    
 
Master Response AQU-6 Expert Panel Coho, Steelhead and 
Chinook. 
 
Master Response AQU-14 Expert Panel Resident Fish. 
 
Master Response AQU-15 Expert Panel for Lamprey. 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-7 The specific instances of “inaccurate statements or claims” that 

the comment author is referring to in this comment are not 
specified here and absent any additional information to 
substantiate this comment, no response is required. The Lead 
Agencies have however provided responses to all comments 
provided by the comment author in this comment letter that refer 
to specific analysis and determinations presented in the EIS/EIR 
or in other studies that were completed by the Lead Agencies in 
support of the EIS/EIR. 

No 
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AO_LT_1230_071-8 This Final EIS/EIR reflects a number of the new reference 
materials that were provided as a part of this comment letter and 
other comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR. These updates 
have been made throughout the document and are indicated in 
Volumes I and II of this Final EIS/EIR. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-9 Change has been made in text of Executive Summary. Proposed 

Salt Caves Project added to the timeline figure. 
Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-10 This description in the Executive Summary has been revised in 

response to multiple comments. 
Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-11 Table ES-4 has been updated with revised discussions in Section 

3, including significant and unavoidable impacts related to trap 
and haul measures.  While Alternatives 2 and 4 both include 
seasonal trap and haul operations, they vary because they would 
operate under a different time period.  Alternative 2 would include 
seasonal trap and haul operations following dam removal until 
water quality conditions no longer require operations.  Alternative 
4 would include seasonal trap and haul operations for the 
foreseeable future during periods of impaired water quality.  Trap 
and haul operations are analyzed at a programmatic level 
throughout the document. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-12 The footnote has been revised, consistent with changes made in 

Section 3.4, to the following: 
 
We disagree with the comment. Large blooms of Microcystis 
aeruginosa would not be likely to occur in the Klamath River 
downstream from Iron Gate Dam under the Proposed Action 
because there would be no inoculum from the upstream 
reservoirs (i.e., Copco 1 and Iron Gate Reservoirs). It has not 
been demonstrated that the reservoirs are not the initial cause or 
source of the high algal counts or toxin concentrations that occur 
at downstream river sites, or that these situations can occur 
solely on the basis of Microcystis aeruginosa transport from the 
Upper Klamath Basin. In fact, data collection to date indicates 
that Microcystis aeruginosa from upstream sources rarely 
survives to enter Copco I Reservoir.  Additionally, the bolded 
significance statement in the Draft EIS/EIR states “reduce or 
eliminate”, rather than just “eliminate”.  Thus, the possibility for 
relatively smaller occurrences of nuisance and/or noxious 
phytoplankton in the river under the Proposed Action is already 
included.   
 
 
 
 

Yes 
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Along these lines, and consistent with text clarifications in 
Section 3.4, the footnote has been revised to be the following: 
 
‘Increased periphyton (attached algae) biomass would not lead to 
increased algal toxin concentrations in the Klamath River. The 
primary habitat for supporting seasonal nuisance and/or noxious 
phytoplankton (suspended algae) blooms in the Hydroelectric 
Reach would be eliminated and there is little reason to suspect 
that large blooms of Microcystis aeruginosa from Upper Klamath 
Lake would be successfully transported into the Klamath River 
downstream from Iron Gate Dam (see Section 3.4).  Therefore, 
the overall occurrence of nuisance and/or noxious phytoplankton 
and associated toxins in the Klamath River downstream from Iron 
Gate Dam would be substantially reduced or eliminated.” 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-13 Change has been made in the Executive Summary, Chapter 5, 

and Other Required Disclosures tables. 
Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-14 This description in the Executive Summary has been revised for 

consistency with the analysis presented in Chapter 3. 
Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-15 The text in the bullet in Chapter 1 identified by the comment 

author has been revised to read, “severe water quality problems 
in the two larger reservoirs, Copco 1 and Iron Gate, including 
blue-green algal toxins (that can affect humans and fish), low 
dissolved oxygen, high temperatures, and high pH, create 
stressful biological conditions. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-16 Master Response GEN-1 Included as Part of the Record.  No 
   
AO_LT_1230_071-17 Change has been made. Yes 
   
AO_LT_1230_071-18 The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is part of the U.S. 

Department of the Interior (DOI). DOI is the lead agency in this 
NEPA process therefore, though BLM staff have participated in 
the NEPA process, that agency was not included as a separate 
cooperating agency in Table 1-2. A footnote to clarify this 
distinction will be added to Table 1-2 and will identify all the DOI 
agencies that assisted with EIS/EIR development. Those 
agencies are BLM, U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), 
Reclamation, USGS, and USFWS.  

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-19 The Proposed Action has multiple elements, including removal of 

the Four Facilities, restoration of the reservoir areas, recreation 
improvements, and the connected actions of the Keno Transfer 
and the KBRA.  The term “dam removal” may be used in some 
locations in the EIS/EIR, but the Lead Agencies clearly described 
the term in Chapter 2. 

No 
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AO_LT_1230_071-20 The comment does not provide a specific example of where in 

the Draft EIS/EIR “similar temperature changes are referred to as 
minor in some alternatives but are characterized as significant or 
a problem in other alternatives.”  The comment may be referring 
to the analysis of spring water temperatures, since subsequent 
review of the Draft EIS/EIR indicated that the effects 
determinations for Water Quality (Section 3.2) were inconsistent 
with the effects determinations for Aquatic Resources (Section 
3.3) with respect to the anticipated changes in spring water 
temperatures under the Proposed Action and the alternatives.  
The instances in which the Draft EIS/EIR found the potential for a 
significant effect with respect to spring water temperatures 
include Alternatives 2, 3 and 5 for locations immediately 
downstream from Copco 1 Dam and immediately downstream 
from Iron Gate Dam (Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4.3.2.1, p. 3.2-76 
to 3.2-83 and Table 3.2-14 p. 3.2-149 to 3.2-161). However, the 
significance determination for spring water temperatures at these 
locations has been changed to “less than significant” in the Final 
EIS/EIR based on revisions to Section 3.3 Aquatic Resources, 
which include an expanded analysis of the potential impacts of 
increased spring water temperatures on fish species. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-21 Additional language outlining NOAA Fisheries Service’s Coho 

Recovery Plan, Basin-wide restoration projects, and other basin 
conservation plans has been added. Chapter 2 identifies the 
Interim Measures (IMs) that are part of the No Action/No Project 
Alternative because they have already been implemented or 
would be implemented regardless of the Determination.  
However, many of these IMs would not result in environmental 
effects.  The Aquatic Resources Section only analyzes the IMs 
that would affect that resource. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-22 A sentence has been added to Section 2.4.2 to indicate how 

storage is used, including to restore historic wetlands, benefit 
water quality, and provide habitat for threatened and endangered 
fish.  There is a discussion in the aquatics section, including: 
“The ongoing Wood River Wetland Restoration, Agency Lake and 
Barnes Ranches Project, and the Williamson River Delta Project 
would likely improve springtime rearing habitat for fish in the 
upper basin.” 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-23 Section 3.3.4.3, p. 3.3-53 of the Draft EIS/EIR describes the No 

Action / No Project Alternative, which includes the actions 
described on p. 2-14. The actions described on p. 2-14 are 
included in the descriptions of environmental consequences 
under the No Action / No Project Alternative in Section 3.3.4.3. 

No 
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The reference on p. 2-14 to 2008 as the year the Williamson 
Delta levees were breached is a typographical error. P. 2-14 of 
the Draft EIS/EIR has been revised. Table 3.6-7, p. 3.6-22 and 
Section 3.8.3.1, p. 3.8-5 correctly identify 2007 as the year the 
Williamson Delta levees were breached.  

   
AO_LT_1230_071-24 Chapter 2 identifies the IMs that are part of the No Action/No 

Project Alternative because they have already been implemented 
or would be implemented regardless of the Determination.  This 
section describes all of the IMs that meet these criteria; however, 
many of these IMs would not result in environmental effects.  
Each resource area only analyzes the IMs that would affect that 
resource. 
 
Based on the best available information, IM 8 appears to be 
scheduled for implementation in the near future; therefore, the 
Lead Agencies have left the measure as part of the No Action/No 
Project Alternative.  

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-25 The hydraulic and hydrologic modeling did not include 

implementation of IM 5 because it is uncertain as to how this 
would be implemented. Because IM 5 is not in the simulations, 
future flows may vary from the modeled flows, but it is uncertain 
as to how much difference there would be. The Lead Agencies 
felt it speculative as to how to include it because of the 
constraints on water supply, power, and operations of PacifiCorp. 
 
Ramp rates and minimum flow releases of 100 cfs at J.C. Boyle 
are incorporated into the modeling. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-26 Master Response WQ-43 Handling of Uncertainty in the Water 

Quality Analysis, Including TMDLs.  
 
Clarifying text has been added to Section 3.2.4.1. regarding the 
use of existing water quality models for the analysis of the No 
Action/No Project Alternative, including a brief discussion of the 
review process for the California Klamath River TMDLs and the 
understanding that they are sufficiently reliable for the purpose in 
which they are used in the Klamath River Facilities EIS/EIR. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-27 The Proposed Action has multiple elements, including removal of 

the Four Facilities, restoration of the reservoir areas, recreation 
improvements, and the connected actions of the Keno Transfer 
and the KBRA.  The term “dam removal” may be used in some 
locations in the EIS/EIR, but the Lead Agencies clearly described 
the term in Chapter 2. 

No 
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AO_LT_1230_071-28 Note 1 on Table 2-10 revised for clarity. Yes 
   
AO_LT_1230_071-29 The comment author is correct that the first sentence in the 

second paragraph of Section 2.4.3.7 is unclear.  The sentence 
has been revised to: “Prior to the transfer, any necessary 
improvements to the facility in order to meet DOI Directives and 
Standards for dam safety would be completed.” 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-30 Flows recommendations and ramp rates which effect habitat of 

ESA-listed species, including coho salmon below Iron Gate Dam, 
are prescribed by the 2010 NOAA Fisheries Service biological 
opinion on the operations of Reclamation’s Klamath Project.  
These flows and ramp rates were assumed to remain in place for 
the purposes of the hydrologic modeling.  Water made available 
from Reclamation’s Klamath Project to meet the prescribed flows 
is currently passed through Keno Dam, and no modifications in 
the operations of Keno Dam are needed to meet the flow 
recommendations.   Ramp rates are specific to releases from Iron 
Gate Dam.  The ramp rates are based on the relationship 
between flow and habitat in the Klamath River below Iron Gate 
Dam. Should the Four Facilities be removed, the baseline 
conditions (type and amount of habitat available) would change 
as the river becomes free flowing through the hydroelectric reach.  
Removal of the Four Facilities would allow Chinook salmon to 
migrate upstream to Keno Dam and beyond.  Coho salmon are 
expected to migrate at least to Spencer Creek.  At that time the 
effect on ESA listed species from the operations of Reclamation’s 
Klamath Project, which would then including the operations of the 
transferred Keno Dam, would need to be re-evaluated in light of 
the change in baseline habitat conditions.  If it is determined the 
operation of Reclamation’s Klamath Project may affect ESA listed 
species or adversely modify listed critical habitat Reclamation 
would enter into consultation with the NOAA Fisheries Service 
and/or the USFWS, as appropriate.  The baseline conditions and 
use of habitat by listed species would not be known until after 
Facilities Removal.  This EIS/EIR cannot speculate on the results 
of a potential future ESA consultation which may take place after 
the year 2020, and any changes to Keno Dam operations that 
may be needed to conserve listed species.   

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-31 The text of the Draft EIS/EIR has been revised to address this 

comment. 
Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-32 The sentence "The project may also reduce fish stress during the 

spring by delaying the increase in water temperature to stressful 
levels during the start of the smolt outmigration period (FERC 
2007; page 3-309)." has been removed from the EIS/EIR  
 

No 
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because additional analysis recently conducted by the Lead 
Agencies indicates that FERC's conclusion in this case is not well 
supported. 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-33 The more general footnote to Table 3.2-2 in the Draft EIS/EIR 

states the following: “Designated basin-specific beneficial uses 
for the Klamath Basin (OAR 340-041-0180) include specific fish 
uses to be protected (i.e., bull trout spawning and juvenile 
rearing, core cold-water habitat, redband or Lahontan cutthroat 
trout, and cool water species [no salmonid use]) and are depicted 
in Oregon DEQ 2004.”  The statement in the Draft EIS/EIR is 
correct; however, to clarify, the more detailed statement in the 
comment has been used to replace the footnote in the Draft 
EIS/EIR. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-34 “ORS” is correctly defined as “Oregon Revised Statutes” in the 

Final EIS/EIR. The following sentence has been added to the 
paragraph referenced in the comment: “ORS 468B.050 and 
468B.053 provide for ODEQ to issue permitted exemptions from 
ORS 468B.025(1).” 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-35 The sentence “Water temperatures must support all life stages of 

temperature-sensitive aquatic communities“ has been replaced 
with “…protect designated temperature-sensitive, beneficial uses, 
including specific salmonid life cycle stages in waters of the 
State” based on OAR 340-041-0028(3) from Oregon 
Administrative Rules (OARs) filed through January 13, 2012 
(http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/oars_300/oar_340/340
_041.html).  “OAR 340-041-0028(b)” is not listed in OAR 340-
041-0028; however, OAR 340-041-0185, the Klamath Basin 
specific criterion for water temperature is provided in Draft 
EIS/EIR Table 3.2-3, which states the following:  “From June 1 to 
September 30, no NPDES point source that discharges to the 
portion of the Klamath River designated for cool water species 
may cause the temperature of the water body to increase more 
than 0.3°C (0.5°F) above the natural background after mixing 
with 25% of the stream flow.  Natural background for the Klamath 
River means the temperature of the Klamath River at the outflow 
from Upper Klamath Lake plus any natural warming or cooling 
that occurs downstream.  This criterion supersedes OAR 340-
041-0028(9)(a) during the specified time period for NPDES 
permitted point sources.”   

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-36 As noted on p. 3.2-63, 65, 68 and 103 the Hoopa Valley Tribe 

Water Quality Control Plan applies to the Hoopa Reach of the 
Klamath River ( –46). 
 

No 
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AO_LT_1230_071-37 Clarifying text has been added to Section 3.2.4.1. regarding the 
use of existing water quality models for the analysis of the No 
Action/No Project Alternative, including a brief discussion of the 
review process for the California Klamath River TMDLs and the 
understanding that they are sufficiently reliable for the purpose in 
which they are used in the Klamath River Facilities EIS/EIR. 
 
In addition, as stated in Section 3.2.4.1.1 (p. 3.2-36, with respect 
to water temperature), “since no one existing model captures all 
of the elements analyzed for water temperature in this Klamath 
Facilities Removal EIS/EIR, where possible, model outputs are 
used in combination to assess similar spatial and temporal trends 
in predicted water temperature.” The same is true for the 
dissolved oxygen analysis (Section 3.2.4.1.4, p. 3.2-38 to 3.2-39) 
and for nutrients (Section 3.2.4.1.3, p. 3.2-37 to 3.2-38), where 
the latter primarily uses the results of an empirical analysis 
conducted by Asarian et al. (2010) rather than the TMDL model 
nutrient results (the TMDL model results are only used to assess 
general trends). Further, as presented in Section 3.2.4.3 Effects 
Determinations (p. 3.2-47 to 3.2-147), the Klamath River TMDL 
model results generally agree with the results of other numeric 
modeling efforts conducted in the Klamath Basin and cited in the 
Draft EIS/EIR. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-38 The annual TP and TN allocations are presented in Draft EIS/EIR 

Section 3.2.2.4.4, p. 3.2-17 as shown in the Klamath River 
TMDL, Table 5.1 (North Coast Regional Water Quality Control 
Board [NCRWQCB] 2010).  No change is necessary. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-39 Additional detail regarding water temperature in the Klamath 

River downstream from Iron Gate Dam is provided in Appendix C, 
Section C.1.2.1.  Figures C-1 and C-2 show Karuk Tribe data for 
daily average water temperatures at or near 26 C during summer 
months (i.e., very warm).  The text is also clear that the middle 
portion of the Klamath River, including the reach between Iron 
Gate Dam and the Salmon River, is listed as impaired under 
Section 303(d) of the CWA for water temperatures. No change to 
the text is required.   

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-40 The comment cites the discussion of existing conditions in Draft 

EIS/EIR Section 3.2.3. The J.C. Boyle Springs are discussed in 
existing conditions for nutrients in Section 3.2.3.4 Nutrients as 
well as in Appendix C, Section C.3.1.4 Hydroelectric Reach. The 
literature cited (i.e., PacifiCorp 2004a; FERC 2007, Butcher 2008, 
Asarian et al., 2009) provides a range of nutrient concentrations 
similar to those in the comment, and indicates that the springs 
cause a general dilution of nutrient concentrations from 
upstream; however, the cited literature does not state that these 

No 
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inputs are from natural sources. This has been changed in the 
Draft EIS/EIR (Section 3.2.3.4) to the following:  "On an annual 
basis, nutrients typically decrease through the Hydroelectric 
Reach due to the dilution by the springs downstream from J.C. 
Boyle Reservoir. Nutrient concentrations in the springs, which 
represent natural sources, are approximately 0.22 mg/L TN 
(almost exclusively dissolved) and approximately 0.06 – 0.08 
mg/L TP, which is also mostly dissolved (Asarian et al. 2010).  
Settling of particulate matter and associated nutrients in Copco 1 
and Iron Gate Reservoirs also contributes to the overall 
decreasing trend for nutrients in the Hydroelectric Reach on an 
annual basis.”   
 
Details on the reported concentrations from the springs have 
been added to Draft EIS/EIR Appendix C (Section C.3.1.4) as 
shown below. These changes do not affect the significance 
determinations.  
 
Changes to Appendix C (C.3.1.4) are as follows: 
 
According to Asarian et al. (2010), “IFR and PCFFA (2009) 
estimated long-term average nutrient concentrations of these 
springs using mixing equations and PacifiCorp’s 2001-2007 
nutrient sampling data from the top and bottom of the J.C. Boyle 
Peaking Reach (bracketing above and below the springs). For 
the 37 pairs of samples evaluated, median spring flow was 262 
cfs and median concentrations (in units of mg/L) were TN=0.227, 
TIN=0.211, NO3+NO2=0.220, NH3=0.002, TP=0.065, 
PO4=0.043, and P=0.016. Using a similar (but less detailed) 
approach, Gard (2006) used 2001-2003 PacifiCorp data and 
mixing equations (assuming constant spring flows of 225 cfs) to 
calculate springs concentrations of 0.23 mg/L NO3 and 0.08 
PO4, very similar to the IFR and PCFFA (2009) value for nitrogen 
but lower for phosphorus. Using values derived through model 
calibration for the year 2000, the Klamath TMDL model uses a TP 
concentration of 0.0688 mg/L and a TN concentration of 0.314 
mg/L (TetraTech 2009).” 
 
The settling of particulate matter and associated nutrients in the 
larger Klammath Hydroelectric Project (KHP) reservoirs 
(PacifiCorp 2004a; FERC 2007, Butcher 2008, Asarian et al. 
2009) also contributes to decreases in nutrient concentrations in 
the Klamath River from the Oregon-California stateline to Iron 
Gate Dam, while on a seasonal basis the TN and TP can 
increase in this reach due to release of nutrients to the water 
column during periods of seasonal hypolimnetic anoxia (Kann 
and Asarian 2006; Asarian and Kann 2006a, 2006b; Butcher 
2008; Asarian et al. 2009, et al. 2010).   
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It is also noted here that these concentrations represent a dilution 
of nutrient concentrations from upstream under current 
conditions. Therefore, they would only become an important 
future source relative to algal production during severe drought 
conditions, such that stream flows coming from upstream are 
much lower than normal, or if future restoration or management 
actions (e.g., KBRA and TMDLs) are able to successfully reduce 
incoming nutrient concentrations to the point where they are 
lower than those in the springs. 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-41 The premise of the comment seems to be that the Draft EIS/EIR 

does not adequately consider how large amounts of organic 
matter seasonally discharged from Upper Klamath Lake affect 
water quality (specifically dissolved oxygen) in downstream 
reaches of the upper Klamath River.  There are discussions of 
algal-derived (organic) suspended materials and seasonal algal 
blooms being released to the Upper Klamath River on a seasonal 
basis from Upper Klamath Lake included in numerous places in 
the water quality analyses conducted in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2 
(see Sections 3.2.3.3 [p. 3.2-33], 3.2.3.7 [p. 3.2-29], and 
Appendix C Section C.2.1.3 [p. C-12 to C-13]), where the high 
loads of organic matter coming into the upper Klamath River are 
linked to low seasonal dissolved oxygen concentrations in the 
Keno Impoundment and downstream reaches of the upper 
Klamath River (Sections 3.2.2.5 [p. 3.2-25 to 3.2-26], 3.2.4.3.1.4 
[p. 3.2-61 to 3.2-63], and Appendix C Section C.4.1.3 [p. C-35 to 
C-39]).  For example, in the dissolved oxygen analysis under the 
No Action/No Project Alternative the analysis states the following:  
“Thus, full attainment of the Oregon and California TMDLs would 
eventually be beneficial for dissolved oxygen in the Hydroelectric 
Reach.  Full attainment could require decades to achieve and it is 
highly dependent on improvements in dissolved oxygen in Upper 
Klamath Lake and the upstream reach from Link River Dam to 
J.C. Boyle Dam (particularly Keno Impoundment and Lake 
Ewauna).”   There is no reference to very large fluxes occurring 2 
out of every 8 years in the Upper Klamath Lake TMDL (ODEQ 
2002) or the Walker model upon which the TMDL is based 
(Walker 2001). 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-42 Nutrient spiraling is indeed a well-accepted topic in river nutrient 

dynamics, enough so that its inclusion in the Draft EIS/EIR is 
implicit rather than explicit. Discussions of nutrient retention in the 
free-flowing, periphytic reaches of the Klamath River, including 
the sources cited in the Draft EIS/EIR, necessarily rely on 
spiraling concepts, including recycling, in their analysis. 
Descriptions of current conditions inherently include nutrient 
spiraling effects in descriptions of riverine nutrient concentrations.  
In addition, the RMA-11 model that the Klamath River Water 

Yes 
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Quality Model (FERC 2007) and the Klamath River TMDL model 
(NCRWQCB 2010) are based on includes periphyton nutrient 
uptake and release (i.e., recycling) as part of the model algorithm 
(Tetra Tech 2009). 
 
However, the comment’s suggestion that recycling would create 
additional nutrients beyond those discussed, that could support 
downstream primary production in the Klamath River, is not 
necessarily accurate. This is because the estimates of retention 
and downstream nutrient concentrations taken from Asarian et al. 
(2010) or other references generally consider the late summer or 
fall seasons when nutrient exports and concentrations in the river 
are already at their maximum (i.e., the benthic spiraling and 
recycling processes are already accounted for). It is potentially 
more accurate to state that estimates of retention are 
conservative because they do not incorporate early spring or 
summer periods when biomass growth is more active.  The lack 
of specific mention of spiraling or recycling does not, therefore, 
change the understanding of either the No Action/No Project 
Alternative or the Proposed Action, nor does it change any 
significance determinations. Finally, while it is broadly accepted 
that spiraling and recycling processes are occurring in the 
Klamath River, it would be overstating the state of the science to 
attempt quantitative estimates of spiraling or recycling in such a 
large and uncertain system. It is probably most accurate to state 
that retention and recycling processes would occur, with 
generalized descriptions of the potential effects, than to make 
specific predictions.  
 
Nonetheless, the text of the Draft EIS/EIR has been modified to 
reflect the understanding that nutrient spiraling does occur in the 
Klamath River, and that spiraling would be part of the overall 
nutrient dynamics in the river under any of the Project 
alternatives. 
 
Section 3.2.3.4 has been revised as follows: “Further decreases 
in TN occur in the mainstem river due to a combination of 
tributary dilution and in-river nutrient spiraling processes by 
periphyton (Mulholland 1996). These processes strongly affect 
nitrogen concentrations in flowing rivers through removal 
processes such as denitrification and/or assimilation and storage 
related to biomass uptake (Asarian et al. 2010), or by late-
seasonal recycling of nutrients downstream as active periphyton 
growth wanes.” 
 
Additionally, the following sentence has been added to Final 
EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4.3.2.3 – Lower Klamath Basin: “This 
calculation implicitly includes nutrient recycling processes such 
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as assimilative uptake for algal growth and subsequent 
downstream release, as these processes were ongoing and 
inherently included in the retention estimates determined for 
existing conditions. 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-43 Additional detail related to seasonal nutrient dynamics in the 

Project reservoirs is presented in Appendix C, Section C.3.1.4.  
As stated in Section C.3.1.4, “Downstream from J.C. Boyle Dam, 
TN and TP concentrations generally decrease with distance, with 
both mean longitudinal concentrations (Raymond 2008, 2009, 
2010; Watercourse Engineering, Inc. 2011) and flow-weighted 
longitudinal concentrations trending strongly downward through 
Copco 1 and Iron Gate Reservoirs, particularly for TN (see Figure 
C-14 and C-15 for flow-weighted concentration data; Asarian et 
al. 2009, et al. 2010). A frequent and notable exception occurs 
during August–November, when TP concentrations are often 
higher at Iron Gate Dam than they are at Keno Dam and 
upstream of Copco 1 Reservoir; this is likely due to the 
combination of internally-driven nutrient dynamics related to algal 
bloom crashes in Copco 1 and Iron Gate Reservoirs and a 1- to 
2-month temporal lag due to the longer hydraulic retention time of 
the reservoirs as compared to free-flowing river reaches (Kann 
and Asarian 2007, Asarian et al. 2009, et al. 2010, Watercourse 
Engineering, Inc. 2011).” No change is needed in the Draft 
EIS/EIR text based on this portion of the comment.   
 
While to date there have been no explicit measurements of 
denitrification in the middle and lower Klamath River, the 
sentence referenced in the comment includes denitrification as a 
ubiquitous in-river nitrogen removal process that has been 
discussed in tribal analyses of nutrient dynamics in the Project 
reservoirs and the free-flowing Klamath River.  Based on another 
PacifiCorp comment, this section has been revised as follows:  
“Further decreases in TN occur in the mainstem river due to a 
combination of tributary dilution and in-river nutrient spiraling 
processes by periphyton (Mulholland 1996). These processes 
strongly affect nitrogen concentrations in flowing rivers through 
removal processes such as denitrification and/or assimilation and 
storage related to biomass uptake (Asarian et al. 2010), or by 
late-seasonal recycling of nutrients downstream as active 
periphyton growth wanes.” 
 
This comment does not indicate whether “remarkably smaller” 
refers to the rate of denitrification or the relative contribution of 
denitrification to overall nitrogen removal processes (or some 
other denitrification metric) in lakes/reservoirs versus rivers.  In 
anoxic bottom sediments of stratified lakes and reservoirs, 
denitrification rates can be seasonally quite high and would likely 

Yes 
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be much greater than in relatively more toxic river sediments.  
However, relatively low rates of denitrification over hundreds of 
miles of river length can contribute substantially to nitrogen 
removal from a river system and should not be dismissed without 
careful consideration, particularly if, as the comment indicates, 
there have not yet been explicit measurements made in the 
Klamath River.  
 
The sentence on nutrient limitation of periphyton in lower reaches 
of the Klamath River has been deleted because it was 
speculative and not entirely consistent with other statements in 
the Draft EIS/EIR regarding the predominance of nitrogen-fixing 
periphyton in these reaches (consistent with the comment). 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-44 The Draft EIS/EIR p. 3.2-25 does not state that the Project 

reservoirs are net producers of orthophosphate, ammonium, or 
nitrate.  It states the following:  “On a seasonal basis, TP, and to 
a lesser degree, TN can increase in this reach due to the release 
(export) of dissolved forms of phosphorus (ortho-phosphorus) 
and nitrogen (ammonium) from reservoir sediments during 
periods of summer and fall hypolimnetic anoxia (see Appendix C 
for additional details).”  No change is required. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-45 The low buffering capacity of the Klamath River is presented in 

Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4.3.2.5 (p. 3.2-115) and Appendix C, 
C.5.2.1 (p. C-47). To further clarify, the following sentence from 
Appendix C has been added to Section 3.2.3.6. “Because the 
Klamath River is a weakly buffered system (i.e., has typically low 
alkalinity <100 mg/L; PacifiCorp [2004a], Karuk Tribe of California 
[2010]) it is susceptible to photosynthesis-driven daily and 
seasonal swings in pH.”  The Draft EIS/EIR does not describe pH 
as elevated “just immediately below Iron Gate Dam”.  For 
example, in the second to last paragraph in Section 3.2.4.3.2.5, 
pH is described as being highest just upstream of Shasta River 
and can also be elevated elsewhere in the lower Klamath River:  
“The most extreme pH exceedances typically occur just upstream 
of Shasta River; values generally decrease with distance 
downstream (FERC 2007; Karuk Tribe of California 2007, 2009, 
2010).  During the summer months, pH values also are elevated 
in the lower Klamath River from Weitchpec downstream to 
approximately Turwar Creek (see Appendix C for more detail).” It 
is not within the scope of the EIS/EIR to evaluate the California 
Basin Plan water quality objective of 8.5 pH units, nor is it 
necessary to support the effects determinations for the Proposed 
Action and the alternatives.     

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-46 The EIS/EIR has been revised to include the requested 

information. 
Yes 
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AO_LT_1230_071-47 Clarifying text has been added to Section 3.2.4.1. regarding the 
use of existing water quality models for the analysis of the No 
Action/No Project Alternative, including a brief discussion of the 
review process for the California Klamath River TMDLs and the 
understanding that they are sufficiently reliable for the purpose in 
which they are used in the Klamath River Facilities EIS/EIR. 
 
In addition, as stated in Section 3.2.4.1.1 (p. 3.2-36, with respect 
to water temperature), “since no one existing model captures all 
of the elements analyzed for water temperature in this Klamath 
Facilities Removal EIS/EIR, where possible, model outputs are 
used in combination to assess similar spatial and temporal trends 
in predicted water temperature.” The same is true for the 
dissolved oxygen analysis (Section 3.2.4.1.4, p. 3.2-38 to 3.2-39) 
and for nutrients (Section 3.2.4.1.3, p. 3.2-37 to 3.2-38), where 
the latter primarily uses the results of an empirical analysis 
conducted by Asarian et al. (2010) rather than the TMDL model 
nutrient results (the TMDL model results are only used to assess 
general trends). Further, as presented in Section 3.2.4.3 Effects 
Determinations (p. 3.2-47 to 3.2-147), the Klamath River TMDL 
model results generally agree with the results of other numeric 
modeling efforts conducted in the Klamath Basin and cited in the 
Draft EIS/EIR. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-48 With regard to IM 3, the PacifiCorp 2011 report on the results of 

turbine venting at Iron Gate Dam was not available in September 
2011 when the Public Draft EIS/EIR was published.  While the 
PacifiCorp report of 2010 turbine venting data is published as 
“September 2011”, the PacifiCorp Web site indicates that it was 
not posted ("created") until the evening of 10/14/2011 and was 
modified on 10/24/2011 (see document properties).  The 2008 
results were reviewed as part of the analysis conducted for the 
Draft EIS/EIR; however, as stated in the text below, the 2008 
results did not demonstrate that turbine venting at Iron Gate 
Dam is a viable long-term solution for improving dissolved 
oxygen, hence the language used in the Draft EIS/EIR 
Section 3.2.4.3.1.4.  Since the 2010 results are now available, 
and they provide more detailed information regarding the 
possible benefits of turbine venting than the 2008 results, these 
results, along with those of 2008, have been summarized and 
added to Section 3.2.4.3.1.4 of the Final EIS/EIR, as follows:  
“Under the No Action/No Project Alternative, IM 3, Iron Gate 
Turbine Venting, as part of ongoing KHSA IM studies (see also 
Section 3.2.4.1), may be used to augment dissolved oxygen in 
the river downstream from the dam prior to 2020.  Pilot study 
results from 2008 indicated that dissolved oxygen levels 
immediately downstream from Iron Gate Dam can be increased 
through the mechanical introduction of oxygen as water passes 

Yes 
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through the turbines (i.e., turbine venting).  PacifiCorp reported 
an increase of approximately 0.5 to 2 mg/L dissolved oxygen 
(approximately 7 to 20 percent saturation) observed across 
August and October 2008 tests (Carlson and Foster 2008, 
PacifiCorp 2008a).  However, during the October 2008 test, when 
the upstream reservoirs were de-stratifying and dissolved oxygen 
concentrations in the river immediately downstream from Iron 
Gate Powerhouse were decreasing to levels of approximately 
6.5 mg/L, turbine venting only increased concentrations at this 
location by approximately 0.5 mg/L and 7 percent saturation 
(Carlson and Foster 2008).  As part of their review of PacifiCorp’s 
requested “Authorization for Incidental Take and Implementation 
of KHP Interim Operations Habitat Conservation Plan for Coho 
Salmon”, USEPA indicated that the 2008 study did not 
demonstrate the efficacy of the proposed turbine venting to 
significantly improve dissolved oxygen downstream from Iron 
Gate Dam (USEPA 2011). Further testing conducted in 2010 
indicated that turbine venting in combination with a forced air 
blower was the most effective of three methods tested (i.e., 
turbine venting, blower, turbine venting plus blower), resulting in 
an initial increase in dissolved oxygen percent saturation from 
approximately 50 percent to just over 70 percent immediately 
downstream from the Iron Gate Powerhouse (PacifiCorp Energy 
2011).  Throughout the 6-mile test reach downstream from the 
powerhouse, dissolved oxygen concentrations continued to 
increase for all tested methods, as well as for ambient (i.e., no 
treatment) conditions, due to river re-aeration.  For the turbine 
venting plus blower treatment, dissolved oxygen concentrations 
achieved the reach-specific Basin Plan water quality objective of 
90 percent saturation (i.e., October 1 through March 31 from 
Stateline to Scott River) at the end of the 6-mile test reach. 
 Ambient conditions (i.e., no treatment) achieved approximately 
88 percent saturation at the end of the 6-mile reach (PacifiCorp 
Energy 2011). Although turbine venting treatments considerably 
improved dissolved oxygen concentrations in the 6-mile test 
reach, particularly in the first 1 to 3 miles downstream from the 
dam, the full compliance point in the river with turbine venting did 
not shift considerably further upstream as compared with that of 
ambient conditions (i.e., no treatment).  Thus, although there 
have been improvements from the initial tests, turbine venting 
efforts have not yet been demonstrated to be a viable long-term 
solution for dissolved oxygen impairment from the reservoirs.”     
 
The sentence “IMs 5, 7, 8, and 13 are part of the No Action/No 
Project Alternative because they would be implemented as part 
of PacifiCorp’s Habitat Conservation Plan” and the associated 
footnote have been deleted from the Final EIS/EIR. 
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AO_LT_1230_071-49 The sentence has been changed to the following:  “IM 5, Iron 
Gate Flow Variability, would alter flow variability, but the flows 
would stay within the range of historical flows.” 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-50 Recognizing that implementation of many elements of the KBRA 

are unknown and not reasonably foreseeable at this time, the 
connected action analysis is being undertaken at a programmatic 
level. The KBRA analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR is programmatic, 
as described in Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines. A 
program-level document is appropriate when a project consists of 
a series of smaller projects or phases that may be implemented 
separately. At a programmatic level of analysis, increasing flows 
in the Upper Klamath Basin would be likely to decrease the 
potential solar heating of stream flows during critical summer 
months (Section 3.2.4.3.2.10 - Water Diversion Limitations).  
Under the programmatic EIR approach, future projects or phases 
may require additional, project-specific environmental analysis 
including an evaluation of compliance with Federal laws such as 
the CWA and ESA. Consequently, appropriate NEPA compliance 
would be completed for the separate KBRA components in the 
future.   
 
Conversely, the Interim Measures are part of the KHSA, which is 
being evaluated in the EIS/EIR at the project level.  More detail 
for project-level analyses is warranted and required by Section 
15168 of the CEQA Guidelines in order to evaluate planning, 
construction, and operation of the project. Where possible, 
available data related to the Interim Measures have been 
considered as part of existing conditions for the water quality and 
fisheries analyses (see Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4.1, p. 3.2-34).  
 
Future conditions include “reasonably foreseeable actions” that 
are independent of FERC licensing and are expected to occur 
during the 50-yr period of analysis (2012 to 2061). With respect 
to water quality in the Klamath Basin, reasonably foreseeable 
actions include implementation of TMDLs for Oregon and 
California (see full list of reasonably foreseeable actions 
associated with water quality in Section 3.2.4.1, p. 3.2-25).  The 
Draft EIS/EIR states the uncertainty inherent in analyzing future 
conditions, including uncertainty related to TMDL implementation, 
in multiple places throughout Section 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-51 Master Response WQ-43 Handling of Uncertainty in the Water 

Quality Analysis, Including TMDLs.  
 
Master Response AQU-17 Expert Panel Second Line of Analysis, 
Not the only line of Evidence.  

No 
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AO_LT_1230_071-52 As described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4.1, p. 3.2-35, the 
water quality analysis considers both short-term and long-term 
effects of the Reclamation’s Klamath Project alternatives.  For 
water quality, the short-term effects would be heavily influenced 
by the release of fine sediment deposits currently stored behind 
the dams to the downstream river reaches, the estuary, and the 
marine near shore environment. This is because mobilization of 
reservoir sediment deposits would be most intense during the first 
year or two following dam removal, when the majority of 
sediments would be eroded by river flows (Reclamation 2012d, 
Stillwater Sciences 2008). Short-term effects would also occur as 
a result of construction activities related to fish passage 
structures and restoration activities associated with dam removal 
and KBRA implementation.  Short-term effects for dissolved 
oxygen would also occur within 1-2 years of dam removal.  Short-
term effects for other resources may occur on a different 
timescale than water quality effects, depending on the particular 
interactions involved. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-53 The environmental baseline for the water quality analysis in the 

Draft EIS/EIR is described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4.1, p. 
3.2-33 to 3.2-55, as the 10 to 12-year period prior to Water Year 
(WY) 2012 plus reasonably foreseeable actions associated with 
water quality during the 50-year period of analysis.  The Draft 
EIS/EIR does not equate the natural conditions scenario used in 
the TMDL model to the environmental baseline for the water 
quality analyses. A response to the second sentence in the 
comment is not required under CEQA or NEPA because the 
comment does not raise a significant environmental issue (CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15088; NEPA Regulations 40 CFR Part 
1503.4). Many comment authors expressed personal opinions, 
histories or experiences which are not appropriately addressed 
as part of the NEPA/CEQA process. This comment will be 
included as part of the record and made available to decision 
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Action. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-54 Concern #1: 3.2.4.1.1 3.2-36 Regarding temperature modeling, 

PacifiCorp documentation (e.g., PacifiCorp 2004b) makes it clear 
that the simulation models used for the FERC process were not 
calibrated for winter due to lack of available data. The TMDL 
models suffer from the same defect. Yet, winter results from the 
models are used throughout the document. (See PacifiCorp 
comments on the Oregon and California TMDLs).  
3.2.4.1.1 and 3.2.4.1.3. 3.2-36 and 3.2-37. 
 
Model results for winter (December through February), while 
shown in graphs of anticipated annual water temperature trends, 
are not discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR.  The comment does not 

No 

Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR

Vol. III, 11.7-310 - December 2012



Comment Author Hemstreet, Tim 
Agency/Assoc. PacifiCorp Energy 
Submittal Date December 30, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

state whether PacifiCorp’s concerns with the Klamath River 
TMDL model have any effect on the significance calls for water 
temperatures.  This portion of the comment does not raise a 
significant environmental issue (CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15088; NEPA Regulations 40 CFR Part 1503.4) and therefore 
does not require a response under CEQA or NEPA. Many 
comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories or 
experiences which are not appropriately addressed as part of the 
NEPA/CEQA process. This comment will be included as part of 
the record and made available to decision makers prior to a final 
decision on the Proposed Action. 
 
Concern #2: Regarding TMDL simulations used in these 
assessments, please see PacifiCorp comments regarding both 
California and Oregon TMDL documents. Several key elements 
that are addressed in detail in PacifiCorp’s comments include, but 
are not limited to: (1) infeasible boundary conditions at Link Dam 
which render the assessment and load allocations unachievable 
(essentially calling for a trophic shift in Upper Klamath Lake from 
hypereutrophic to mesotrophic conditions for several constituent 
forms; (2) the fate of these nutrients downstream, wherein 
conditions below Keno Dam are so low that the modeling 
analysis show no growth for much of the summer (infeasible); (3) 
the temperature modeling uses an erroneous factor that reduces 
solar radiation by 20 percent, leading to erroneous under 
prediction by the temperature models. All TMDL temperature 
modeling results, particularly in California, are erroneous. 
 
Response:  While the comment refers to p. 3.2-36 and 3.2-37, 
which present a discussion of how existing water temperature 
modeling results were used in the analysis for the Proposed 
Action, the comment does not state whether PacifiCorp’s 
concerns with the Klamath River TMDL model have any effect on 
the significance calls for water temperatures.  Regarding (1) the 
infeasible boundary conditions at Link Dam and (2) the fate of 
nutrients downstream, there is no relationship to nutrients and 
water temperature in the analyses therefore this comment is 
inappropriate with respect to p. 3.2-36 and 3.2-37.  The approach 
to using the Klamath River TMDL model output for nutrients is 
described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4.1.3 (p. 3.2-37 to 3.2-38), 
which states that the TMDL model results are used along with 
results from the PacifiCorp models developed for the FERC 
process, and a third empirical analysis conducted by Asarian et 
al. (2010).  The TMDL model results are only used to assess 
general patterns. Further, as stated in Section 3.2.4.3.2.3 (p. 3.2-
101 to 3.2-104),” Results of all of the evaluations recognize the 
trapping efficiency of the reservoirs with respect to TP and TN, 
such that under the Proposed Action total nutrient concentrations 
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in the Klamath River downstream from Iron Gate Dam would 
increase.”  The comment does not state whether PacifiCorp’s 
concerns with the Klamath River TMDL model have any effect on 
the significance calls for nutrients.  Regardless, the water quality 
nutrient analysis presented in the Draft EIS/EIR for the Proposed 
Action is not dependent on achieving TMDL targets.   
 
With respect to (3) the 20% reduction in solar energy, the 
comment does not explain how this potential bias would change 
the TMDL model results such that the significance determinations 
for water temperature would change. In addition, as stated in 
Section 3.2.4.1.1 (p. 3.2-36), “since no one existing model 
captures all of the elements analyzed for water temperature in 
this Klamath Facilities Removal EIS/EIR, where possible, model 
outputs are used in combination to assess similar spatial and 
temporal trends in predicted water temperature.”  Other models 
used for the long-term analysis include the Klamath River Water 
Quality Model (KRWQM) developed by PacifiCorp for the FERC 
relicensing process and the RBM10 water temperature model 
developed for the Secretarial Determination studies (see Draft 
EIS/EIR Appendix D for details). 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-55 The reference to OAR has been replaced with ODEQ (2011). Yes 
   
AO_LT_1230_071-56 The Oregon Klamath River TMDL (Kirk et al. 2010) states the 

following (p. 2-58): “Both Keno Dam and J.C. Boyle Dam 
increase the river temperature during the summer (Figure 2-44 
and Figure 2-45). The allocations in Table 2-15 apply during the 
period of impairment: June 1 – September 30. The point of 
maximum impact for the J.C. Boyle facility is at the stateline. 
PacifiCorp is proposing to remove the East Side and West Side 
developments and therefore Department of Environmental 
Quality (DEQ) does not give a heat load allocation to these 
sources, and their operations can result in no measurable 
temperature increase to the Klamath River.”  Oregon’s 
temperature standards are presented in Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.2-
3 as follows:  “Water temperature must support all life stages of 
temperature-sensitive aquatic communities.   
 
Natural Conditions Criteria: Where the department determines 
that the natural thermal potential of all or a portion of a water 
body exceeds the biologically-based criteria, the natural thermal 
potential temperatures supersede the biologically-based criteria, 
and are deemed to be the applicable temperature criteria for that 
water body. 
 
From June 1 to September 30, no National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) point source that discharges to the 

No 
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portion of the Klamath River designated for cool water species 
may cause the temperature of the water body to increase more 
than 0.3°C (0.5°F) above the natural background after mixing 
with 25% of the stream flow.  Natural background for the Klamath 
River means the temperature of the Klamath River at the outflow 
from Upper Klamath Lake plus any natural warming or cooling 
that occurs downstream.  This criterion supersedes OAR 340-
041-0028(9)(a) during the specified time period for NPDES 
permitted point sources.” 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-57 The language on p. 3.2-49 of the Draft EIS/EIR indicated that 

PacifiCorp has not identified a proposed action to achieve 
temperature allocations assigned to Copco 1 and Iron Gate 
Dams under the TMDL. The Draft EIS/EIR did not however make 
any assertions on p. 3.2-49 relative to PacifiCorp’s TMDL 
implementation obligations. No change has been made in the 
Final EIS/EIR. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-58 The language describing the temperature criterion has been 

revised. 
Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-59 The period of analysis for the Klamath Facilities Removal EIS/EIR 

is 50 years. 
No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-60 Long-term quantitative analyses for the Project alternatives rely 

on existing models developed by PacifiCorp for the FERC 
relicensing process, the NCRWQCB for development of the 
Klamath River TMDLs, and the Secretarial Determination studies 
(see Appendix D for details).  Multiple numeric models are used 
for the water quality analyses conducted in the Klamath Facilities 
Removal EIS/EIR because no one existing numeric model 
captures all of the long-term water quality conditions anticipated 
for Project alternatives. These models are described in Section 
3.2.4.1 (p. 3.2-33 to 3.2-42) and Appendix D of the Draft EIS/EIR. 
 
The model developed by PacifiCorp includes multiple scenarios 
that successively remove Iron Gate, Copco 1  and 2, J.C. Boyle, 
and Keno Dams.  These scenarios are helpful for elucidating the 
effects of the individual dams/reservoirs, and are particularly 
helpful in the analysis of Alternative 5 in Section 3.2.5.3.4.1 
Water Temperature – Upper Klamath Basin.  However, the 
PacifiCorp models do not include climate change, so multiple 
lines of evidence are used in the Draft EIS/EIR.  No change is 
necessary.  

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-61 Uncertainty is inherent to any analysis of future conditions, 

particularly in a system as complex as the Klamath Basin.  The 
degree of uncertainty should always be considered as part of the 

No 

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses

Vol. III, 11.7-313 - December 2012



Comment Author Hemstreet, Tim 
Agency/Assoc. PacifiCorp Energy 
Submittal Date December 30, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

decision-making process.  The TMDLs themselves consider 
uncertainty when estimating the assimilative capacity of a water 
body and setting limits on the amount of pollution that can be 
added and still meet water quality standards; CWA Section 
303(d) requires that TMDLs are established with a margin of 
safety to account for uncertainty. The Draft EIS/EIR has been 
prepared according to requirements of NEPA and CEQA.  
Accordingly, assessments of the effects of the Proposed Action 
and alternatives on future water quality and algae conditions in 
the Klamath River involve comparison to both existing conditions 
(CEQA) and future conditions (NEPA).  Future conditions include 
“reasonably foreseeable actions” that are independent of FERC 
licensing and are expected to occur during the 50-yr period of 
analysis (2012 to 2061). With respect to water quality in the 
Klamath Basin, reasonably foreseeable actions include 
implementation of TMDLs for Oregon and California (see full list 
of reasonably foreseeable actions associated with water quality in 
Section 3.2.4.1, p. 3.2-25).  Uncertainty is inherently associated 
with each of the reasonably foreseeable actions, including TMDL 
implementation, and does not eliminate the requirement to 
include these actions in the analyses.  The same is true for KBRA 
implementation, which, as a connected action, is analyzed at a 
program-level.  Uncertainty regarding TMDL and KBRA 
implementation is appropriately called out in statements 
throughout the Draft EIS/EIR (such as the ones cited in the 
comment).  Effects determination statements for the No 
Action/No Project Alternative in Section 3.2 Water Quality and 
Section 3.4 Algae include an explicit acknowledgement that full 
attainment of the Oregon and California TMDLs would improve 
water quality but the implementation mechanisms and timing are 
unknown.  The general assertion of uncertainty associated with 
respect to TMDL implementation made by the comment does not 
provide finer resolution than the statements already made in the 
Draft EIS/EIR. 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-62 Uncertainty is inherent to any analysis of future conditions, 

particularly in a system as complex as the Klamath Basin.  The 
degree of uncertainty should always be considered as part of the 
decision-making process.  The TMDLs themselves consider 
uncertainty when estimating the assimilative capacity of a water 
body and setting limits on the amount of pollution that can be 
added and still meet water quality standards; CWA Section 
303(d) requires that TMDLs are established with a margin of 
safety to account for uncertainty. The Draft EIS/EIR has been 
prepared according to requirements of the NEPA and CEQA.  
Accordingly, assessments of the effects of the Proposed Action 
and alternatives on future water quality and algae conditions in 
the Klamath River involve comparison to both existing conditions 
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(CEQA) and future conditions (NEPA).  Future conditions include 
“reasonably foreseeable actions” that are independent of FERC 
licensing and are expected to occur during the 50-yr period of 
analysis (2012 to 2061). With respect to water quality in the 
Klamath Basin, reasonably foreseeable actions include 
implementation of TMDLs for Oregon and California (see full list 
of reasonably foreseeable actions associated with water quality in 
Section 3.2.4.1, p. 3.2-25).  Uncertainty is inherently associated 
with each of the reasonably foreseeable actions, including TMDL 
implementation, and does not eliminate the requirement to 
include these actions in the analyses.  The same is true for KBRA 
implementation, which, as a connected action, is analyzed at a 
program-level.  Uncertainty regarding TMDL and KBRA 
implementation is appropriately called out in statements 
throughout the Draft EIS/EIR (such as the ones cited in the 
comment).  Effects determination statements for the No 
Action/No Project Alternative in Section 3.2 Water Quality and 
Section 3.4 Algae include an explicit acknowledgement that full 
attainment of the Oregon and California TMDLs would improve 
water quality but the implementation mechanisms and timing are 
unknown.  The general assertion of uncertainty associated with 
respect to TMDL implementation made by the comment does not 
provide finer resolution than the statements already made in the 
Draft EIS/EIR. 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-63 The comment does not state whether PacifiCorp’s concerns with 

the Klamath River TMDL model have any effect on the analysis 
leading to the significance call for water temperature in the lower 
Klamath River.  The analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR (p. 3.2-51) 
states that water temperature objectives would not be met in the 
lower Klamath River downstream from Iron Gate Dam to Seiad 
Valley.  Note that the reference to Seiad Valley is incorrect and 
has been corrected to the Salmon River in the Final EIS/EIR.  If 
the TMDL model presents water temperature values that are 
biased too low, then there would be even less potential for water 
quality objectives to be met in this reach.  This result would not 
change the No Action/No Project Alternative effects 
determination for water temperature.     

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-64 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of the 

Record.  
 
Under a scenario of potential dam removal, it is likely that a 
greater diversity of salmon life histories will evolve, with some of 
those types more likely to avoid parasite exposure by migrating 
earlier or over wintering in tributaries and migrating in the fall 
(Bartholomew and Foott 2010; p. 40). 
 

No 
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AO_LT_1230_071-65 The scope of the Draft EIS/EIR does not extend to consideration 
of any possible future treatment mechanism that could be 
implemented to improve water quality in the Klamath Basin. 
Where specific statements are made in the TMDLs regarding 
other applicable water quality treatment strategies or where 
KHSA Interim Measures are established to test pilot-scale 
projects, these potential treatment strategies are included in the 
Draft EIS/EIR analysis. For example, with respect to nutrients, 
Section 3.2.4.3.1.3 (p.3.2-59) states the following: “The California 
Klamath River TMDL also indicates that “alternative pollutant load 
reductions and/or management measures or offsets that achieve 
the in-reservoir targets” are possible (NCRWQCB 2010a).” 
Section 3.2.4.3.1.4 of the Final EIS/EIR states the following: “The 
TMDL Action Plan includes a requirement for PacifiCorp to 
submit a proposed Implementation Plan that incorporates 
timelines and contingencies pursuant to the KHSA.  PacifiCorp 
may propose the use of off-site pollutant reduction measures 
(i.e., offsets or “trades”) to meet the allocations and targets in the 
context of the Interim Measures 10 and 11 of the KHSA 
(NCRWQCB 2010a).”  The Draft EIS/EIR incorrectly referred to 
the “Implementation Plan” as a “Reservoir Management Plan’; 
however, this has been corrected. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-66 A quantitative measure of TP sediment release is not necessary 

for the analysis.  Further details are presented in Appendix C.  
The sentence in the referenced paragraph has been changed to 
the following: “On a seasonal basis, reservoir sediments can 
release bioavailable TP (as ortho-phosphorus), and to a lesser 
degree, bioavailable TN (as ammonium), to the water column 
during periods of seasonal hypolimnetic anoxia (see Section 
3.2.3.4).  While much of the TP released from anoxic reservoir 
sediments appears to remain within the hypolimnion until the 
reservoirs begin to turn over in the fall, some release can occur 
during late summer and fall months when it could stimulate in-
reservoir algal blooms.” 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-67 The following text in Draft EIS/EIR p.3.2-58 has been deleted 

from the Final EIS/EIR narrative: “Oregon water quality objectives  
 
for nuisance algae growth (Oregon Administrative Rule [OAR] 
340-041-0019), or the." 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-68 Change has been made. Yes 
   
AO_LT_1230_071-69 The comment does not state whether PacifiCorp’s concerns with 

the Klamath River TMDL model have any effect on the analysis 
leading to the No Action/No Project significance call for nutrients 
in the lower Klamath River.  The comment author’s phrase “other 
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nitrogen related processes” is unnecessarily broad and is not 
accurate.  Nitrogen terms included and not included in the 
Klamath River TMDL model are described in Tetra Tech (2009).      

   
AO_LT_1230_071-70 The significance statement in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4.3.1.4 

(p. 3.2-63) states the following:  “Existing seasonal dissolved 
oxygen levels in the Hydroelectric Reach are adverse. Full 
attainment of the Oregon and California TMDLs (implementation 
mechanism and timing unknown) would significantly increase 
dissolved oxygen. Continued impoundment of water at the Four 
Facilities under the No Action/No Project Alternative would result 
in no change from existing conditions.”  This is a different wording 
than the wording in the comment (the exact wording in the 
comment cannot be located in the Draft EIS/EIR), and this 
wording does not directly or indirectly state that the Project has 
detrimental effects on dissolved oxygen levels in J.C. Boyle 
Reservoir.  On the contrary, Section 3.2.4.3.1.4 (p. 3.2-61) states 
the following:  “In the Hydroelectric Reach, the seasonal 
variability in dissolved oxygen concentrations in J.C. Boyle 
Reservoir is highly influenced by the high oxygen demand of 
water flowing downstream from the upstream Keno 
Impoundment.”  No change is required.   

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-71 The PacifiCorp 2011 report on the results of turbine venting at 

Iron Gate Dam was not available in September 2011 when the 
Public Draft EIS/EIR was published.  While the PacifiCorp report 
of 2010 turbine venting data is published as “September 2011”, 
the PacifiCorp Web site indicates that it was not posted 
("created") until the evening of 10/14/2011 and was modified on 
10/24/2011 (see document properties).  The 2008 results were 
reviewed as part of the analysis conducted for the Draft EIS/EIR; 
however, as stated in the text below, the 2008 results did not 
demonstrate that turbine venting at Iron Gate Dam is a viable 
long-term solution for improving dissolved oxygen, hence the 
language used in the Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4.3.1.4.  Since 
the 2010 results are now available, and they provide more 
detailed information regarding the possible benefits of turbine 
venting than the 2008 results, these results, along with those of 
2008, have been summarized and added to Section 3.2.4.3.1.4 of 
the Final EIS/EIR, as follows:  “Under the No Action/No Project 
Alternative, IM 3, Iron Gate Turbine Venting, as part of ongoing 
KHSA IM studies (see also Section 3.2.4.1), may be used to 
augment dissolved oxygen in the river downstream from the dam 
prior to 2020.  Pilot study results from 2008 indicated that 
dissolved oxygen levels immediately downstream from Iron Gate 
Dam can be increased through the mechanical introduction of 
oxygen as water passes through the turbines (i.e., turbine 
venting).  PacifiCorp reported an increase of approximately 0.5 to 

Yes 
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2 mg/L dissolved oxygen (approximately 7 to 20 percent 
saturation) observed across August and October 2008 tests 
(Carlson and Foster 2008, PacifiCorp 2008a).  However, during 
the October 2008 test, when the upstream reservoirs were de-
stratifying and dissolved oxygen concentrations in the river 
immediately downstream from Iron Gate Powerhouse were 
decreasing to levels of approximately 6.5 mg/L, turbine venting 
only increased concentrations at this location by approximately 
0.5 mg/L and 7 percent saturation (Carlson and Foster 2008).  As 
part of their review of PacifiCorp’s requested “Authorization for 
Incidental Take and Implementation of KHP Interim Operations 
Habitat Conservation Plan for Coho Salmon”, USEPA indicated 
that the 2008 study did not demonstrate the efficacy of the 
proposed turbine venting to significantly improve dissolved 
oxygen downstream from Iron Gate Dam (USEPA 2011). Further 
testing conducted in 2010 indicated that turbine venting in 
combination with a forced air blower was the most effective of 
three methods tested (i.e., turbine venting, blower, turbine 
venting plus blower), resulting in an initial increase in dissolved 
oxygen percent saturation from approximately 50 percent to just 
over 70 percent immediately downstream from the Iron Gate 
Powerhouse (PacifiCorp Energy 2011).  Throughout the 6-mile 
test reach downstream from the powerhouse, dissolved oxygen 
concentrations continued to increase for all tested methods, as 
well as for ambient (i.e., no treatment) conditions, due to river re-
aeration.  For the turbine venting plus blower treatment, dissolved 
oxygen concentrations achieved the reach-specific Basin Plan 
water quality objective of 90 percent saturation (i.e., October 1 
through March 31 from Stateline to Scott River) at the end of the 
6-mile test reach.  Ambient conditions (i.e., no treatment) 
achieved approximately 88 percent saturation at the end of the 6-
mile reach (PacifiCorp Energy 2011). Although turbine venting 
treatments considerably improved dissolved oxygen 
concentrations in the 6-mile test reach, particularly in the first 1 to 
3 miles downstream from the dam, the full compliance point in the 
river with turbine venting did not shift considerably further 
upstream as compared with that of ambient conditions (i.e., no 
treatment).  Thus, although there have been improvements from 
the initial tests, turbine venting efforts have not yet been 
demonstrated to be a viable long-term solution for dissolved 
oxygen impairment from the reservoirs.”    

   
AO_LT_1230_071-72 The comment does not state whether PacifiCorp’s concerns with 

the Klamath River TMDL model have any effect on the analysis 
leading to the significance call for dissolved oxygen in this reach.  
The analysis on p. 3.2-65 states that dissolved oxygen water 
quality objectives would not be met downstream from Iron Gate 
Dam to the Shasta River (RM 176.7) and during July–September 
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and from the Shasta River to approximately the Scott River (RM 
143) from September–November.  If the TMDL model presents 
dissolved oxygen values that are biased too high, then there 
would be even less potential for water quality objectives to be 
met in this reach.  This result would not change the No Action/No 
Project Alternative effects determination for dissolved oxygen.     

   
AO_LT_1230_071-73 Clarifying text has been added to Section 3.2.4.1. regarding the 

use of existing water quality models for the analysis of the No 
Action/No Project Alternative, including a brief discussion of the 
review process for the California Klamath River TMDLs and the 
understanding that they are sufficiently reliable for the purpose in 
which they are used in the Klamath River Facilities EIS/EIR. 
In addition, as stated in Section 3.2.4.1.1 (p. 3.2-36, with respect 
to water temperature), “since no one existing model captures all 
of the elements analyzed for water temperature in this Klamath 
Facilities Removal EIS/EIR, where possible, model outputs are 
used in combination to assess similar spatial and temporal trends 
in predicted water temperature.” The same is true for the 
dissolved oxygen analysis (Section 3.2.4.1.4, p. 3.2-38 to 3.2-39) 
and for nutrients (Section 3.2.4.1.3, p. 3.2-37 to 3.2-38), where 
the latter primarily uses the results of an empirical analysis 
conducted by Asarian et al. (2010) rather than the TMDL model 
nutrient results (the TMDL model results are only used to assess 
general trends). Further, as presented in Section 3.2.4.3 Effects 
Determinations (p. 3.2-47 to 3.2-147), the Klamath River TMDL 
model results generally agree with the results of other numeric 
modeling efforts conducted in the Klamath Basin and cited in the 
Draft EIS/EIR. 
 
Lastly, the text regarding the “Reservoir Management Plan” has 
been changed to the following:  “The TMDL Action Plan includes 
a requirement for PacifiCorp to submit a proposed 
Implementation Plan that incorporates timelines and 
contingencies pursuant to the KHSA.  PacifiCorp may propose 
the use of off-site pollutant reduction measures (i.e., offsets or 
“trades”) to meet the allocations and targets in the context of the 
Interim Measures 10 and 11 of the KHSA (NCRWQCB 2010).”  

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-74 The low buffering capacity of the Klamath River is presented in 

Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4.3.2.5 (p. 3.2-115) and Appendix C, 
C.5.2.1 (p. C-47). To further clarify, the following sentence from 
Appendix C has been added to Section 3.2.3.6. “Because the  
 
Klamath River is a weakly buffered system (i.e., has typically low 
alkalinity full attainment of the TMDLs within the period of 
analysis”.  

Yes 
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AO_LT_1230_071-75 The sentence has been corrected to read: “Under existing 
conditions, chlorophyll-a samples during summer and fall in 
Upper Klamath Lake and the two largest reservoirs at the Four 
Facilities (Copco 1 and Iron Gate Reservoirs) exhibit annual 
mean values >10 μg/L (measured May through October) with the 
highest values (> 100 mg/L) occurring in surface waters during 
late summer periods of intense algal blooms (see 
Section 3.2.3.7).” 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-76 The use of the term “cyanotoxins” is not intended to suggest that 

there are data on multiple toxins in the Klamath River. The term 
“cyanotoxins” is only used on p. 3.2-70 in the following sentence 
“Lastly, there is emerging evidence that cyanotoxins flushing from 
coastal rivers into Monterey Bay, California were responsible for 
numerous sea otter deaths in 2007 (Miller et al. 2010).” The 
sentence accurately references the term used in the peer 
reviewed journal article. The only other use of the more general 
word “cyanotoxins” in Section 3.2 that doesn’t already have 
further clarification is on p. 3.2-30 in the sentence “In 2010, the 
Klamath Hydroelectris Project reservoirs and the entire river 
downstream from Iron Gate Dam (including the estuary) were 
posted to protect public health due to elevated cyanobacteria cell 
counts and cyanotoxin concentrations.” The parenthetical 
clarification “cyanotoxin (i.e., microcystin)” has been added to the 
Final EIS/EIR. The discussion on p. 3.2-70 stipulates summer 
months and refers the reader to Section 3.2.3.7 and Appendix C 
for more detail. Appendix C, Figure C-29 presents an inter-annual 
comparison of microcystin concentration for Copco 1 Reservoir 
and Iron Gate Reservoir during July through October 2005–2009.  
 
The Draft EIS/EIR describes the presence of Microcystis 
aeruginosa in Upper Klamath Lake in Section 3.2.3.7, p. 3.2-29.  
Similar text has been added to Section 3.4.3.3.1 to reiterate this 
fact: “Microcystis aeruginosa is believed to be responsible for the 
production of microcystin toxin in the lake, which has exceeded 
the World Health Organization (WHO) limit for drinking water (1 
ug/L) and the Oregon Department of Public Health guidelines for 
issuing public health advisories (Section 3.2.3.7). Additional 
microcystin data collection in Upper Klamath Lake is ongoing 
(Vanderkooi et al. 2010, see Section 3.3, Aquatic Resources for 
more detail).”   

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-77 While existing data are not available at a sufficiently high 

temporal and spatial resolution to definitively determine 
Microcystis aeruginosa bloom dynamics from the Project 
reservoirs to lower reaches of the Klamath River, data from 
numerous reports cited in the Draft EIS/EIR indicate that algae 
and toxins are transported many miles downstream, and that this 
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process inoculates the river to the degree that localized growth of 
these blooms can occur.  Data compiled from Fetcho (2010), 
Raymond (2010) and Kann et al. (2012) show that Microcystis 
aeruginosa blooms in Copco 1 and Iron Gate Reservoirs in mid-
August 2010 through early October 2010 were transported from 
the reservoirs into the Klamath River.  Algal cell counts and toxin 
levels in the Klamath River immediately downstream from Iron 
Gate Dam (River Mile [RM] 189.7) reflect water being discharged 
from Iron Gate Reservoir (RM 190.1) and tend to exhibit the 
highest concentrations of all the sites measured (see attached 
figure, note the units on the left-hand y-axis are cells/mL x 10).  
As the water moves downstream, algal cell concentrations are 
initially diluted (e.g., at Seiad Valley), and subsequently are 
conserved or decrease with distance downstream, with peak 
levels tending to occur at upstream locations before they occur at 
downstream locations.  Inconsistencies in timing of cell density 
peaks in the summer/fall 2010 dataset are not unexpected given 
the low temporal resolution of the data (e.g., travel time in the 
river during late August is 2-3 days, while samples are taken 
approximately every 1-2 weeks), natural lateral and transverse 
mixing that would occur in the river, the growth and death of algal 
cells contained within an active bloom discharged to the river, 
and inputs and dilution of  active cells and/or toxins from tributary 
flows.  
 
There is no solid evidence that Microcystis aeruginosa can thrive 
or self-propagate in the Lower Klamath River without an inoculum 
from reservoir releases. Isolated observations of algal toxins at 
concentrations higher in the Lower Klamath River than 
immediately downstream from Iron Gate Dam must be interpreted 
in the context of travel time from the dam, possible degradation of 
algal cells in the river environment that could increase dissolved 
toxin concentrations in the water, and potential sampling 
limitations.   
 
That said, we do recognize that blooms released from Iron Gate 
Reservoir may survive and grow slowly in the Lower Klamath 
River despite the generally inhospitable habitat conditions for 
Microcystis aeruginosa. Therefore, the italicized issue statement 
in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4.3.1.6 Lower Klamath River (p.3.2-
70) has been changed to the following:  “Continued impoundment 
of water at the Four Facilities could support long-term growth 
conditions for toxin-producing nuisance algal species such as 
Microcystis aeruginosa, resulting in high seasonal concentrations 
of chlorophyll-a and algal toxins (e.g., microcystin) transported 
into the Lower Klamath River and likely the Klamath Estuary and 
the marine near shore environment.”  
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The supporting text has been modified to be the following, 
consistent with similar modifications to text in Section 3.4 Algae:  
“Existing information indicates that instances of elevated levels of 
Microcystis aeruginosa and microcystin toxin in the Klamath 
Estuary correspond with elevated levels measured at upstream 
locations in the Lower Klamath River (see also Section 3.4.3.6).  
Continued support of elevated Microcystis aeruginosa and 
microcystin toxin levels in the Lower Klamath River under the No 
Action/No Project Alternative would also likely result in continued 
support of elevated levels in the Klamath Estuary. Lastly, there is 
emerging evidence that cyanotoxins flushing from coastal rivers 
into Monterey Bay, California were responsible for numerous sea 
otter deaths in 2007 (Miller et al. 2010).  While it is not known if 
conditions in Monterey Bay are similar to those in the Klamath 
River marine near shore environment, there may be potential for 
microcystin to adversely impact marine organisms under the No 
Action/No Project Alternative.”   
 
The bolded impact statement in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4.3.1.6 
has been changed to read as follows:  “Existing transport of 
seasonal blooms of toxin-producing nuisance algal species, 
chlorophyll-a, and algal toxins into the Lower Klamath River and 
likely the Klamath Estuary are adverse.  Transport to the marine 
near shore environment is potentially adverse.” 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-78 The comment seems to make a distinction between liver in fish 

and “tissue”; by this we can only assume that the comment 
author defines tissue narrowly as muscle tissue or filets that 
would be eaten by humans. The Draft EIS/EIR takes a broader 
definition of “tissue” that could include organs such as liver, with 
detections as described by Kann et al. (2010). This definition is 
also consistent with the use of whole-fish for the reservoir fish 
contaminant sampling (CDM [2011b], Draft EIS/EIR Section 
3.2.4.3.1.7), the fact that some populations cook or ingest whole 
fish, and the ecological consumption of whole fish by predators. 
The comment does acknowledge that microcystin has been 
detected in fish livers in the Lower Klamath River. Therefore, by 
the definition of “tissue” as used in the Draft EIS/EIR, the 
comment that “No microcystin has been found in fish tissue” is 
not accurate. No changes were made to the Draft EIS/EIR. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-79 While the comment refers to p. 3.2-76, which presents an 

analysis of water temperature in the J.C. Boyle bypass and 
peaking reaches under the Proposed Action, the comment does 
not state whether PacifiCorp’s concerns with the Klamath River 
TMDL model have any effect on the analysis leading to the 
significance call for water temperature in this reach.  With respect 
to the 20% reduction in solar energy, the comment does not 
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explain how this potential bias would change the TMDL model 
results such that the significance determination for water 
temperature in this reach would change. 
 
Regarding PacifiCorp’s challenge to the California Klamath River 
TMDLs, clarifying text has been added to Section 3.2.4.1 
regarding the use of existing water quality models for the analysis 
of the No Action/No Project Alternative, including a brief 
discussion of the review process for the California Klamath River 
TMDLs and the understanding that they are sufficiently reliable 
for the purpose in which they are used in the Klamath River 
Facilities EIS/EIR. 
 
In addition, as stated in Section 3.2.4.1.1 (p. 3.2-36, with respect 
to water temperature), “since no one existing model captures all 
of the elements analyzed for water temperature in this Klamath 
Facilities Removal EIS/EIR, where possible, model outputs are 
used in combination to assess similar spatial and temporal trends 
in predicted water temperature.” The same is true for the 
dissolved oxygen analysis (Section 3.2.4.1.4, p. 3.2-38 to 3.2-39) 
and for nutrients (Section 3.2.4.1.3, p. 3.2-37 to 3.2-38), where 
the latter primarily uses the results of an empirical analysis 
conducted by Asarian et al. (2010) rather than the TMDL model 
nutrient results (the TMDL model results are only used to assess 
general trends). Further, as presented in Section 3.2.4.3 Effects 
Determinations (p. 3.2-47 to 3.2-147), the Klamath River TMDL 
model results generally agree with the results of other numeric 
modeling efforts conducted in the Klamath Basin and cited in the 
Draft EIS/EIR. 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-80 The statement regarding a decrease in ‘long term summer/fall 

water temperatures 3-6 ºC [5.4 10.8 ºF]” does not appear to be 
in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.  There are multiple anticipated water 
temperature ranges under the Project alternatives given in the 
Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2, depending on the model being 
described, season, and future conditions (i.e., TMDL 
implementation, climate change, dams in/dams out scenarios).  
As stated in the Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4.1.1 (p. 3.2-36) and 
Appendix D, while the Klamath TMDL model provides numeric 
predictions that are useful for the water quality analysis, it does 
not address the potential long-term effects of global climate 
change on water temperatures in the Klamath Basin, nor does it 
include KBRA hydrology.  The RBM10 model (Perry et al. 2011) 
includes both of these considerations in the model algorithms.  
The TMDL models are used as one of several lines of evidence 
for the Draft EIS/EIR analyses (see discussion below) and, in 
combination with other available models and empirical analyses, 
are sufficiently reliable as general predictors of future water 
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quality in the Klamath Basin.  Water quality models are inherently 
complex, especially ones depicting a large and variable system 
such as the Klamath River.  In the case of the California Klamath 
TMDL, a significant five-year effort was employed by the 
Regional Water Board in collaboration with PacifiCorp and 
working jointly with USEPA Region’s 9 and 10, Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality, and USEPA’s contractor 
TetraTech on the modeling work for the TMDL. That work was 
subject to extensive peer review and public comment before the 
Regional Water Board adoption. It was further reviewed and 
subject to additional public comment before approved 
unanimously by the State Water Resources Control Board. It 
was then subsequently reviewed and approved by the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  

   
AO_LT_1230_071-81 While the comment refers to p. 3.2-110, which presents an 

analysis of dissolved oxygen under the Proposed Action, the 
comment does not state whether PacifiCorp’s concerns with the 
Klamath River TMDL model have any effect on the analysis 
leading to the significance call for dissolved oxygen in the 
Klamath River immediately downstream from Iron Gate Dam for 
the Proposed Action or any of the alternatives.  With respect to 
the 20% reduction in solar energy, the comment does not explain 
how this potential bias would change the TMDL model results 
such that the significance determination for dissolved oxygen in 
the DRAFT EIS/EIR would change. 
 
PacifiCorp states several times that it has brought a legal 
challenge to the TMDL and that it preserves its rights to 
challenge TMDLs in other proceedings. This comment is noted. 
The TMDL models are used as one of several lines of evidence 
for the DRAFT EIS/EIR analyses (see discussion below) and, in 
combination with other available models and empirical analyses, 
are sufficiently reliable as general predictors of future water 
quality in the Klamath Basin.  Water quality models are inherently 
complex, especially ones depicting a large and variable system 
such as the Klamath River.  In the case of the California Klamath 
TMDL, a significant five-year effort was employed by the 
Regional Water Board in collaboration with PacifiCorp and 
working jointly with USEPA Region’s 9 and 10, Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality, and USEPA’s contractor 
TetraTech on the modeling work for the TMDL. That work was 
subject to extensive peer review and public comment before the 
Regional Water Board adoption. It was further reviewed and 
subject to additional public comment before approved 
unanimously by the State Water Resources Control Board. It was 
then subsequently reviewed and approved by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency.  

No 
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In general comment #4, p. 2 of its comment letter dated 
December 30, 2011, PacifiCorp objects to the incorporation of 
TMDL scenarios and modeling results into the No Action 
Alternative and other alternatives because of alleged flaws in 
TMDLs. PacifiCorp’s main objection appears to be that TMDLs 
are “unrealistic and unattainable.” (Comment letter, P. 2.) As 
noted on p. 2-17 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the No Action/No Project 
Alternative would include other regulatory conditions, including 
Oregon and California TMDLs. “The TMDLs within the basin are 
expected to result in improvements to water quality conditions but 
the improvements cannot be quantified due to uncertainties 
regarding the timing and magnitude of mitigation projects 
necessary to achieve water quality standards.” (Draft EIS/EIR, p. 
2-18.) Uncertainty regarding the extent of water quality 
improvements from TMDL implementation does not alter effects 
determinations for the Proposed Action and alternatives because 
multiple lines of evidence are used to make the effects 
determinations (see below discussion).   
 
No individual existing numeric model captures all of the long-term 
water quality conditions anticipated under the Proposed Action 
and the alternatives. Modeling conducted for the California 
Klamath River TMDLs provides long-term quantitative predictions 
for multiple water quality parameters in the Klamath River, 
assuming full implementation of TMDLs (except for water 
temperature), which is considered to be a reasonably foreseeable 
future action under NEPA. Other numeric models used for the 
long-term water quality analyses presented in the Draft EIS/EIR 
include the KRWQM developed by PacifiCorp for the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission relicensing process and the 
RBM10 water temperature model developed as part of the 
Secretarial Determination studies. These models are described in 
Section 3.2.4.1 (p. 3.2-33 to 3.2-42) and Appendix D of the Draft 
EIS/EIR. Results of water temperature modeling with respect to 
fish health conducted by Dunsmoor and Huntington (2006) (using 
the KRWQM results) are also cited numerous times in the water 
quality analysis (Section 3.2.4). As stated in Section 3.2.4.1.1 (p. 
3.2-36, with respect to water temperature), “since no one existing 
model captures all of the elements analyzed for water 
temperature in this Klamath Facilities Removal EIS/EIR, where 
possible, model outputs are used in combination to assess 
similar spatial and temporal trends in predicted water 
temperature.” The same is true for the dissolved oxygen analysis 
(Section 3.2.4.1.4, p. 3.2-38 to 3.2-39) and for nutrients (Section 
3.2.4.1.3, p. 3.2-37 to 3.2-38), where the latter primarily uses the 
results of an empirical analysis conducted by Asarian et al. 
(2010) rather than the TMDL model nutrient results (the TMDL 
model results are only used to assess general trends). Further, 
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as presented in Section 3.2.4.3 Effects Determinations (p. 3.2-47 
to 3.2-147), the Klamath River TMDL model results generally 
agree with the results of other numeric modeling efforts 
conducted in the Klamath Basin and cited in the Draft EIS/EIR. 
Note that for the long-term dissolved oxygen analysis called out 
in this comment, the KRWQM results with respect to dissolved 
oxygen immediately downstream from Iron Gate Dam are 
presented along with the TMDL model results in 
Section 3.2.4.3.2.4 (p. 3.2-109 to 3.2-11).  

   
AO_LT_1230_071-82 The Draft EIS/EIR has been revised as follows: ‘Although 

prolonged exposure to these high temperatures could be lethal 
during summer for some species, these temperatures generally 
remain within tolerance criteria for migrating adult anadromous 
salmonids during the periods when most migration would be 
expected to occur (Hamilton et al. 2011).’   
 
Under a scenario of potential dam removal, it is likely that a 
greater diversity of salmon life histories will evolve, with some of 
those types more likely to avoid parasite exposure by migrating 
earlier or over wintering in tributaries and migrating in the fall 
(Bartholomew and Foott 2010; p. 40).  These life histories would 
also likely be able to avoid periods of poor water quality.   

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-83 The comment has taken the statement out of context. The 

referenced statement is contained within a section discussing 
potential effects on water temperature and other water quality 
parameters. Predation of juvenile salmonids is analyzed 
elsewhere in this section.  

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-84 The Hardy and Addley (2001) report is cited accurately.  In 

addition, disease related mortalities of juvenile and adult 
salmonids have been documented in the Klamath River and 
major tributaries downstream from Iron Gate Dam in more recent 
years by the Klamath Fish Health Assessment Team (KFHAT 
2005).  

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-85 The comment identified a necessary revision in the Draft EIS/EIR. 

To be technically correct, we have revised the text in the Final 
EIS/EIR.  
 
‘Klamath River salmonids are generally more tolerant of high 
water temperatures than salmonids from other basins (Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission 2007, p. 3-314; Foott et al. 
2012). Moreover, the Administrative Law Judge found that 
juvenile steelhead trout can withstand incrementally higher 
temperatures exceeding 22 C provided food is abundant and by 
finding thermal refuge or by living in areas where nocturnal 

Yes 
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temperatures drop below the thermal threshold. (Administrative 
Law Judge 2006, at p. 19, FOF 2A-44).’ 
 
Steelhead juveniles that originate in the Link River and Klamath 
River above J.C. Boyle may migrate downstream and go through 
smoltification in the lower river, thus avoiding potentially 
unsuitable temperatures.  
 
Under a scenario of potential dam removal, it is likely that a 
greater diversity of salmon life histories will evolve, with some of 
those types more likely to avoid parasite exposure by migrating 
earlier or over wintering in tributaries and migrating in the fall 
(Bartholomew and Foott 2010; p. 40).  These life histories would 
also likely be able to avoid periods of poor water quality.   
 
While residualization is common in juvenile hatchery steelhead 
trout, there is an absence of evidence of high levels of 
residualization in juvenile naturally-spawned steelhead trout 
(Administrative Law Judge 2006 at p. 25, FOF 2C-8).  
 
Facilitating the movement of wild anadromous steelhead trout 
above Iron Gate Dam via prescribed fishways presents a low risk 
of residualization (a phenomenon most common among hatchery 
steelhead trout). Moreover, while resident trout have the genetic 
capacity to adopt anadromy, the risk of residualizing can be 
minimized through use of adaptive management (Administrative 
Law Judge 2006 at p. 87, UFOF 5).  

   
AO_LT_1230_071-86 The Bartholomew and Foott (2010) information was considered in 

the NEPA analysis and that analysis for each alternative has 
considered the requested information.  As noted in the Draft 
EIS/EIR on p. 3.3-88 for Alternatives 2 and 3, increased 
variability in flows and the restoration of a more natural sediment 
regime, would likely reduce the suitability of habitat conditions for 
M. speciosa, the invertebrate host for P. minibicornis and C. 
shasta. The Draft EIS/EIR on p. 3.3-88 has been revised to cite 
Bartholomew and Foott (2010) in this regard.   
 
While overall, physical polychaete habitat in Reclamation’s 
Klamath Project area would increase with the return of reservoirs 
to a riverine environment, the extent of suitable habitat is not 
likely to be as extensive in the current infectious zone because of 
the steeper gradient in the area bounded by the projects 
(Bartholomew and Foott (2010). In addition, because the KRBA 
provides flexibility to manage flows to respond to real-time 
climatic and biological conditions it is expected that this would 
create variability in flows and resulting habitat conditions and 
reestablish natural instability and disturbance of microhabitats 

Yes 
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preferred by polychaetes (Bartholomew and Foott (2010). The 
Draft EIS/EIR on p. 3.3-88 has additionally been revised to cite 
Bartholomew and Foott (2010) in regard to these points as well.  
 
Finally, the Draft EIS/EIR has been revised to include the 
following:  
 
Restoration of the hydrologic function of the river system is 
paramount to creating habitat diversity and maintaining 
biophysical attributes of a river system (Stanford et al. 1996; Poff 
et al. 1997). Although implementation of Alternative 2 or 3 would 
not fully restore the natural hydrologic regime of the Klamath 
River, it would result in a flow pattern that mimics pre dam 
conditions, having greater intra- and inter-annual variability than 
exists today with the Klamath Dams in place (Hetrick et al. 2009). 
Implementation of the KBRA would provide flexibility to manage 
flows that respond to real-time climatic and biological conditions, 
thereby enhancing the diversity in flow and water temperature.  
Restoring these dynamic conditions in the Klamath River would 
create instability and disturbance in microhabitat conditions that 
we expect would reduce polychaete populations (Stocking and 
Bartholomew 2007) and presumably, reduce infection rates within 
polychaete populations (Hetrick et al. 2009).  
 
Master Response AQU-20 Bedload Sediment and Fish Habitat. 
 
In addition, we anticipate that the higher flows modeled under the 
KBRA during the late winter and spring months, when combined 
with tributary accretions below Keno Dam that are currently being 
regulated by PacifiCorp Project Dams, would increase the 
frequency of flows that mobilize sediment (Hetrick et al. 2009). 
The increases in sediment mobilization events are anticipated to 
have a positive effect on the aquatic environment.  These 
benefits include decreasing the retention and stability of fines and 
the associated establishment of excessive aquatic vegetation, 
which is anticipated to adversely affect microhabitats occupied by 
polychaete worms (Manayunkia speciosa).  
 
As noted in the Draft EIS/EIR on p. 3.3-148 and 3.3-173, under 
Alternatives 4 and 5, disease impacts would be intermediate to 
those associated with Alternative 1 and Alternatives 2 (and 3). 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-87 PacifiCorp conducted a PHABSIM analysis for the bypass and 

peaking reaches but the results appear to be insensitive to 
changes in flow.  However, the PHABSIM analysis conducted by 
PacifiCorp in the Klamath River reflects the results of a highly 
modified flow alteration and impacts on habitat. The Weighted 
Usable Area (WUA) relationships for rainbow trout presented by 
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PacifiCorp in their April 2005 addendum to the instream flow 
study are remarkably flat, indicating that microhabitat is 
unresponsive to changes in flow.  The studies have limited utility 
in determining adequate flow needs for most life stages of trout 
and sucker. The problems with PacifiCorp’s PHABSIM analysis 
are summarized in a Technical report submitted as an addendum 
to U.S. Department of the Interior (2006). 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-88 Additional text has been added to the Final EIS/EIR in Section 

3.3.4 to clarify this point.  The text has been modified to read: 
 
Neither implementation of TMDLs nor climate change was 
incorporated into the existing models, including the Chinook 
salmon life cycle model (EDRRA) developed by Hendrix (2011). 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-89 The comment claims that the cited statement on p. 3.3-152 

contradicts the assertion that it is the density of spawners that 
affect myxospores.  In this regard, on 3.3-152 of the Draft 
EIS/EIR the section that read "a small proportion of spawning 
salmon produce the bulk of myxospores" has been replaced with 
‘while the percentage of adult carcasses with myxospores 
(parasite stage that infects the polychaete host) is relatively low, 
there is a direct relationship between carcass number and 
quantity of myxospores in the system (Scott Foott, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, pers. comm.).’   
 
Bartholomew and Foott (2010) state on p. 12 that the spatial 
overlap of both hosts is a key factor in predicting where parasite 
abundance would be increased, and the formation of an infection 
nidus between the Shasta River and Indian Creek could be 
explained by a high concentration of spawning adult salmon in 
the reach below the dam, which provides myxospores to infect 
the dense polychaete populations in the reach below.  
 
The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s analysis is that 
restoring access to reaches above Iron Gate Dam for 
anadromous fish would allow adult fall Chinook salmon to 
distribute over a greater length of the river, reducing crowding 
and the concentration of disease pathogens that currently occur 
in the reach between Iron Gate Dam and the Shasta River 
(Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 2007).  P. 3.3-88 of the 
Draft EIS/EIR, Alternative 2, Fish Disease and Parasites, has 
been revised to add this text from the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission.  Alternatives 4 and 5 will likewise be revised.   
 
This comment further states that data are not provided to support 
assertions in the Draft EIS/EIR that factors such as nutrient levels 
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affect the incidences of C. shasta.  With respect to nutrient levels, 
a summary of all existing poor water quality in the Upper Klamath 
Basin is described in the Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.3.1 Existing 
Conditions (p. 3.2-19 to 3.2-33). Additional details are provided in 
Appendix C (p. C-1 to C-86). The presence and operation of the 
Four Facilities affect many aspects of water quality in the Klamath 
River, including slower transport of water downstream, 
interception and retention of sediment, organic matter, nutrients, 
and other constituents that would otherwise be transported 
downstream, and alteration of seasonal water temperatures when 
compared to free-flowing stream reaches.  
 
In this regard, Cladophora, a periphytic green algae, provides 
habitat for the polychaete intermediate host.  Increases in 
Cladophora are likely to foster C. shasta by providing habitat for 
its intermediate host, while decreases in Cladophora reduce 
habitat for the intermediate host and thus interrupt the C. shasta 
life cycle. Cycling of dissolved nitrogen and phosphorus from 
upstream sources can affect growth of Cladophora.  In the short 
term, dam removal is likely to increase total nutrient 
concentrations during drawdown by release of particulate 
(primarily organic) nitrogen and phosphorus that is currently 
processed and stored by planktonic algae and in sediment in the 
reservoirs (see Section 3.2.4.3.2.3 Nutrients). However, the 
drawdown would occur during winter months when rates of 
primary production and microbially mediated nutrient cycling 
would be low. Furthermore, this sediment pulse would be 
accompanied by considerable physical abrasion from the 
sediment, and reduced light penetration in water, so the potential 
for nutrient uptake and algal growth from TN and TP released 
with sediment deposits is therefore expected to be a less-than-
significant impact (Section 3.2.4.3.2.3 and Section 3.4.4.3.2)  
Over the longer term, the concentrations and forms of nutrients 
entering the lower river would be determined primarily by 
releases from Keno Impoundment/Lake Ewauna; these would 
represent increases in total annual nutrient loads entering the 
lower river although there may be seasonal periods, such as late 
summer and fall, when loading or concentrations are less than 
current conditions. In the absence of other factors this could 
increase the growth of Cladophora and possibly increase the 
prevalence of C. shasta.   
 
However, dam removal would also create other conditions that 
tend to offset the effect of nutrient increases on the growth of 
Cladophora. For example, in-river retention (assimilative uptake, 
recycling, and denitrification) is expected to reduce nutrient 
concentrations longitudinally downstream during the growing 
season, resulting in net retention that may be of a similar order of 
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magnitude as currently provided by reservoir and riverine 
processes. Furthermore, growth of periphyton including 
Cladophora in the river upstream of Orleans is likely not currently 
limited by nutrients, implying that increases or even slight 
decreases in nutrient concentrations may not result in changes in 
periphytic biomass or species assemblages. Nutrient spiraling 
(uptake and subsequent release) could cause a downstream 
extension of elevated nutrient concentrations in late summer that 
might result in changes in species composition (e.g. a shift to 
more Cladophora or an increase in other species) but this level of 
detail remains highly uncertain (EIS/EIR 3.4.4.3.2).  
 
Other offsetting factors include reduced fall temperatures, a more 
mobile river bed, variable flows, and progress toward 
achievement of TMDL targets.  The net long term effect of dam 
removal is a likely a slight- to moderate decrease in Cladophora 
because conditions favorable for its growth would be reduced 
(EIS/EIR 3.4.4.3.2).  This would decrease habitat for the 
intermediate host which would reduce the incidence of C. shasta. 
  
The removal of Iron Gate Dam would also remove a major barrier 
to fish migration, reducing the concentration of spawners and 
carcasses that presently occur downstream from the dam. 
Greater dispersal would reduce their proximity to dense 
populations of polychaetes (EIS/EIR 3.3.4.3).  
 
The complex interaction of competing factors, such as likely long 
term increases in nutrient concentrations due to dam removal 
with long term nutrient decreases from implementation of TMDLs, 
and changes in sediment mobility, provides inherent uncertainty 
in the prediction of periphytic growth following dam removal. The 
determination that periphyton growth in the Hydroelectric Reach 
would be significant (Section 3.4.4.3.2) is therefore considered a 
conservative assessment. The other factors listed here and in 
Section 3.3 provide many reasons why salmon mortality from C. 
shasta or other diseases is expected to be reduced by the 
Proposed Action, despite potential increases in periphytic growth.  
The No Action alternative was most likely to perpetuate the 
current C. shasta and P.minibicornis problems and other disease 
issues because it perpetuates the factors that contribute to high 
infection rates (EIS/EIR 3.3.4.3).  
 
Master Response AQU-28 FERC Conclusions for Disease. 
 
P. 3.3-58 of the Draft EIS/EIR, Alternative 1, Fish Disease and 
Parasites, has been revised to add this text (Master Response 
AQU-28) from the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.  
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AO_LT_1230_071-90 Additional language outlining NOAA Fisheries Services’s Coho 
Recovery Plan, Basin-wide restoration projects, and other basin 
conservation plans has been added. Chapter 2 identifies the IMs 
that are part of the No Action/No Project Alternative because they 
have already been implemented or would be implemented 
regardless of the Determination.  However, many of these IMs 
would not result in environmental effects.  The Aquatic 
Resources Section only analyzes the IMs that would affect that 
resource. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-91 As noted in the Draft EIS/EIR on p. 3.2-82, more recent 

temperature modeling has been completed (Perry et al. 2011). 
These results also indicate that, "despite warming of water 
temperatures under climate change, the primary effect of dam 
removal is still anticipated be the return of approximately 160 
miles of the Klamath River, from J.C. Boyle Reservoir (RM 224.7) 
to the Salmon River (RM 66), to a natural thermal regime (Perry 
et al. 2011). Model results indicate that the annual temperature 
cycle downstream from Iron Gate Dam would shift forward in time 
by approximately 18 days under the Proposed Action (Perry et al. 
2011)." 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-92 This comment refers to Hendrix (2011) and not the larger 

discussion of temperature on TMDLs. This larger discussion is 
now found in the Water Quality Section now labled 3.2.4.3.1.1.   
 
A description of the assumptions and methodologies that are 
included in the Chinook salmon life cycle model are presented in 
Hendrix (2011). Additional text has been added to the Final 
EIS/EIR in Section 3.3.4 stating that neither implementation of 
TMDLs or climate change are included in the Chinook salmon life 
cycle model (EDRRA) developed by Hendrix (2011).   

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-93 The Draft EIS/EIR on p. 3.3-56 has been revised to state that: 

‘Under the No Action/No Project Alternative, the temperature in 
the Upper Klamath River would remain similar to existing 
conditions in the near term, but would be expected to show a 
gradual cooling trend through implementation of the TMDLs.  
However, climate change may offset temperature improvements.’ 
On p. 3.3-58 the Draft EIS/EIR has been revised to state that “In 
addition to direct thermal stress, continued elevated water 
temperatures in the late summer/fall (due to climate change's 
expected offset of anticipated TMDL temperature improvements) 
could result in indirect stressors on salmonids including an 
increased intensity and duration of algal blooms, decreased 
dissolved oxygen levels, and increased parasite abundance.   
 

Yes 
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These effects could adversely impact cold-water fish communities 
and may be be deleterious to warm-water fish communities as 
well.” 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-94 As noted in Bartholomew and Foott (2010, p. 7), the size of the 

infectious zone and the magnitude of parasite densities change 
seasonally and annually. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-95 Master Response AQU-28 FERC Conclusions for Disease. 

 
Bartholomew and Foott (2010) and on p. 2 of Foott et al. (2011) 
describe the factors associated with determining a region of high 
infectivity to salmonid fishes as follows: 
 
"Disease occurs when the following parameters coincide: 

• microhabitats with low velocity, stable flows (high density 
polychaete habitat) 

• high numbers of spawning adult salmon (myxospore input) 
• temperatures above 15°C (increases rate of disease in fish)" 

 
Bartholomew and Foott (2010) state on p. 11 that slow flowing 
habitats such as runs and eddy-pools had the highest relative 
densities and frequency of occurrence of M. speciosa.  The 
restoration of variable flow conditions as a result of dam removal 
is expected to result in a dynamic flow regime that would 
decrease the stability of the microhabitats that support 
polychaete populations and thus decrease polychaete 
abundance in the infectious zone (Stocking and Bartholomew 
2007).   
 
Additionally, Bartholomew and Foott (2010) state that because 
the KBRA provides flexibility to manage flows to respond to real-
time climatic and biological conditions they expect that this would 
create variability in flows and resulting habitat conditions and 
reestablish natural instability and disturbance of microhabitats 
preferred by polychaetes (Bartholomew and Foott 2010; p. 21).  
As noted in the Draft EIS/EIR on p. 3.3-88 for Alternatives 2 and 
3, increased variability in flow management, and the restoration 
of a more natural sediment regime, would likely reduce the 
suitability of habitat conditions for M. speciosa, the invertebrate 
host for P. minibicornis and C. shasta.  The Draft EIS/EIR on  
 
p. 3.3-88 has been revised to cite Stocking and Bartholomew 
(2007) and Bartholomew and Foott (2010).   
 
In regard to the effects of spawner abundance on C. shasta, 
Bartholomew and Foott (2010) state on p. 12 that the spatial 
overlap of both hosts is a key factor in predicting where parasite 
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abundance will be increased, and the formation of an infection 
nidus could be explained by a high concentration of spawning 
adult salmon [meaning carcasses] in the reach below the dam, 
which provides myxospores to infect the dense polychaete 
populations in the reach below.  
 
The FERC’s additional analysis is that restoring access to 
reaches above Iron Gate Dam for anadromous fish would allow 
adult fall Chinook salmon to distribute over a greater length of the 
river, reducing crowding and the concentration of disease 
pathogens that currently occur in the reach between Iron Gate 
Dam and the Shasta River (Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 2007).  P. 3.3-88 of the Draft EIS/EIR, Alternative 2, 
Fish Disease and Parasites, has been revised to add this text 
from the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.  Alternatives 4 
and 5 will likewise be revised.   
 
Continued Project operations would continue these ideal 
conditions for juvenile salmon disease. Removal of one or more 
of the mainstem dams could reduce the incidence of fish disease 
in the Klamath River downstream from Iron Gate Dam through 
several potential mechanisms Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 2007, p 3-313). 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-96 This comment on the EIS/EIR refers to the exposure of salmon to 

maximum temperatures that may reach 25 °C above Keno Dam 
during summer and the potential lethal effects of these 
temperatures.  Although prolonged exposure to these high 
temperatures could be lethal during summer for some species, 
with seasonal trap and haul around Keno Reservoir, these 
temperatures generally remain within tolerance criteria for 
migrating adult fall Chinook (Hamilton et al. 2011). Migration 
timing of spring-run Chinook and anadromous O.mykiss currently 
would occur during periods suitable to avoid poor water 
temperature in Keno Reservoir. 
 
Under a scenario of potential dam removal, it is likely that a 
greater diversity of salmon life histories would evolve, with some 
of those types more likely to avoid parasite exposure by migrating 
earlier or over wintering in tributaries and migrating in the fall 
(Bartholomew and Foott 2010; p. 40). These life histories would 
also likely develop to avoid periods of poor water quality and take 
advantage of optimal water temperatures as they have in the 
Snake River (Conner et al. 2005). It is possible that some fall-run 
Chinook salmon juveniles would spend their first winter in UKL 
and resume emigration the following spring at age 1, as they do 
in Snake River reservoirs (Connor et al. 2005).  
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At present ambient air temperatures currently can produce daily 
average temperatures near 26°C below Iron Gate Dam during 
summer months (P. Zedonis, Service, pers. comm. in Hamilton et 
al. 2011) yet salmon runs continue in the lower river because the 
fish use thermal refugia and generally migrate when 
temperatures are cooler.  The life history of many wild fall-run 
Chinook salmon in the lower river does not include occupancy of 
the mainstem Klamath when temperatures are at their peak.   
 

AO_LT_1230_071-97 The comment on the Draft EIS/EIR refers to Section 3.3.4.3, p. 
3.3-65, second paragraph.  The entire paragraph is ”Under the 
No Action/No Project Alternative, upstream-migrating adult coho 
salmon would continue to be exposed to high water temperatures 
and poor water quality in the mainstem Klamath River, which can 
cause physiological stress, delay migration, reduce coldwater 
refugia, and increase mortality from disease. Low flows and 
increased sedimentation in tributaries can create barriers at the 
mouths of spawning streams, which would reduce spawning 
habitat area and production under the No Action/No Project 
Alternative in some years.” 
 
As noted in Section 3.3.4.3, the current phase shift and lack of 
temporal temperature diversity associated with the No Action 
Alternative would persist, including current warm temperatures in 
late summer and fall (Hamilton et al. 2011).  Adult salmon 
migrating later in the year would continue to experience warm 
temperatures in late summer and fall that could be deleterious to 
health and survival, including increased risk of disease, and high 
rates of delayed spawning and prespawn mortality (Hetrick et al. 
2009).  Because coho are fall spawners and these high 
temperatures persist through the end of December, it is 
reasonable to conclude that upstream-migrating adult coho 
salmon would continue to be exposed to high water 
temperatures. 
 
The comment as written does not provide the available scientific 
information that suggests that Klamath River temperatures do not 
pose a significant impact to coho. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-98 While the area of significant sediment release and resupply under 

the dam removal Alternatives is about eight miles below the 
current location of Iron Gate Dam and above the current 
infectious zone for juvenile salmon, Shasta R. to Seiad 
(Bartholomew and Foott 2010), sediment transport rates would 
increase downstream from this point as well (Blair Greimann, 
BOR, pers. comm.).  Since the construction of the lower four 
PacifiCorp Dams, there has been approximately 3.6 million tons 

Yes 
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of deposition within these reservoirs. The deposit is 
approximately 15% sand and 85% silt and clay (Reclamation, 
2012d). The sand portion of this deposit would have been 
transported through the downstream reaches had not the dams 
been in place. After dam removal, this natural sediment supply of 
sand, silt, and clay would be restored to the reaches downstream 
from Iron Gate and also to all the reaches downstream. This 
increased movement and transport of sediment (sand, silt, and 
clay) would disrupt polychaete habitat from the current location of 
Iron Gate Dam to downstream from Shasta River.  
 
The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (2007) concluded 
that restoring natural sediment transport processes would likely 
contribute to the scour of attached algae downstream from the 
current site of Iron Gate Dam, and deposited gravel and sand 
would provide a less favorable substrate for attached algae 
because of its greater mobility during high flow events than the 
existing armored substrate. The reduction in attached algae 
would provide less habitat for the polychaete intermediate host of 
C. shasta and P. minibicornis, which should reduce the infection 
rate of juvenile salmonids downstream from Iron Gate Dam 
(Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 2007, p3-314). 
 
The Draft EIS/EIR Section on ‘Bedload Sediment, Lower Klamath 
River: Downstream from Iron Gate Dam’ on p. 3.3-84 has been 
revised as follows:   
 
Under the Proposed Action, the flow magnitude required to 
mobilize sediment would decrease from existing conditions. 
Reclamation (2012d) estimated the magnitude and return period 
of flows required to mobilize sediment downstream from Iron 
Gate Dam 50 years after dam removal using reach averaged, 
predicted grain sizes from long-term SRH-1D simulations. The 
estimates show that under the Proposed Action, sediment 
mobilization flows from Bogus Creek to Willow Creek and from 
Willow Creek to Cottonwood Creek would range from 3,000 to 
7,000 cfs (1.5 to 2.5 year return period) and 5,000 to 9,000 cfs 
(1.5 to 3.2 year return period), respectively, lower than existing 
conditions or the No Action/No Project Alternative (see Figure 
3.3-4). Downstream from the Shasta River, there would be no 
significant difference in the flow required to mobilize the bed 
because the bed elevations of this reach are primarily controlled 
by relatively immobile large cobbles, boulders, and bedrock. 
Sediment is expected to quickly move through the reach with or 
without dam removal. However, there is expected to be higher 
transport of sand, silt, and clay transport through this reach 
because of the removal of the PacifiCorp Dams. Since the 
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construction of the lower four PacifiCorp Dams, there has been 
approximately 3.6 million tons of deposition within these 
reservoirs. The deposit is approximately 15 percent sand and 85 
percent silt and clay (Reclamation, 2012d). The sand, silt, and 
clay portion of this deposit would have been transported through 
the downstream reaches had not the dams been in place. After 
dam removal, this natural sediment supply of sand, silt, and clay 
would be restored to the reaches downstream from Iron Gate and 
also to all the reaches downstream.  
 
The Draft EIS/EIR on p. 3.3-87, Alternative 2, section on Fish 
Disease and Parasites has also been revised to explain this.   
 
The current infectious zone is the result of the synergistic effect of 
numerous factors (Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 2007; 
Bartholomew and Foott 2010; Hamilton et al. 2011). 
Reestablishment of natural flow and sediment transport rates to 
the river downstream from the current location of Iron Gate Dam 
would restore natural geomorphic channel forming processes to 
the river (Hetrick et al. 2009) which would make this synergy 
unlikely.   
 
The Chinook Expert Panel assessment indicated that dams out 
plus KBRA implementation (Alternative 2 or 3) offers greater 
potential than the Current Conditions in improving conditions for 
disease, (Goodman et al. 2011; p. 12). 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-99 The Conceptual Model for Disease Effects in the Klamath River 

(Foott et al. 2011) clearly states that “..flow is likely to have a 
strong effect on the stability of polychaete populations and thus 
on disease.  Flow levels considered to have an effect on disease 
are those that will result in bed mobilization that would release 
fine material trapped in gravel and rework channel features (page 
7).  While the area of significant sediment release and resupply 
under the dams out Alternatives is above the current infectious 
zone for juvenile salmon, Shasta R. to Seiad (RM 130) 
(Bartholomew and Foott 2010), sediment transport rates would 
increase downstream from this point as well (Blair Greimann, 
BOR, pers. comm.).  Since the construction of the lower four 
PacifiCorp Dams, there has been approximately 3.6 million tons 
of deposition within these reservoirs. The deposit is 
approximately 15% sand and 85% silt and clay (Reclamation, 
2012d). The sand portion of this deposit would have been 
transported through the downstream reaches had not the dams 
been in place. After dam removal, this natural sediment supply of 
sand, silt, and clay would be restored to the reaches downstream 
from Iron Gate Dam and also to all the reaches downstream.  

Yes 
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The FERC (2007) concluded that restoring natural sediment 
transport processes would likely contribute to the scour of 
attached algae downstream from the current site of Iron Gate 
Dam (IGD), and deposited gravel and sand would provide a less 
favorable substrate for attached algae because of its greater 
mobility during high flow events than the existing armored 
substrate. The reduction in attached algae would provide less 
habitat for the polychaete intermediate host of C. shasta and P. 
minibicornis, which should reduce the infection rate of juvenile 
salmonids downstream from IGD. (Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 2007, p3-314).  
 
As discussed in Foott et al. 2011, the infectious zone may have 
unique bed movement properties that require higher flows to 
mobilize D50 particles than reaches below it (B. Greimann, 
January 10, 2011 Chinook Tech. Workgroup presentation in Foott 
et al. 2011).  Nevertheless, increased movement and transport of 
sediment of the size discussed above (sand, silt, and clay) would 
still disrupt polychaete habitat from the current location of Iron 
Gate Dam to downstream from Shasta River.  
 
The current infectious zone is the result of the synergistic effect of 
numerous factors (Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 2007; 
Bartholomew and Foott 2010; Hamilton et al. 2011). 
Reestablishment of natural flow and sediment transport rates to 
the river downstream from the current location of Iron Gate Dam 
would develop natural geomorphic channel forming processes to 
the river (Hetrick et al. 2009) which would make this synergy 
unlikely.   
 
The Draft EIS/EIR Section on ‘Bedload Sediment, Lower Klamath 
River: Downstream from Iron Gate Dam’ on p. 3.3-84 has been 
revised as follows:   
 
Under the Proposed Action, the flow magnitude required to 
mobilize sediment would decrease from existing conditions. 
Reclamation (2012d) estimated the magnitude and return period 
of flows required to mobilize sediment downstream from Iron 
Gate Dam 50 years after dam removal using reach averaged, 
predicted grain sizes from long-term SRH-1D simulations.  The 
estimates show that under the Proposed Action, sediment 
mobilization flows from Bogus Creek to Willow Creek and from 
Willow Creek to Cottonwood Creek would range from  3,000 to 
7,000 cfs (1.5 to 2.5 year return period) and 5,000 to 9,000 cfs 
(1.5 to 3.2 year return period), respectively, lower than existing 
conditions or the No Action/No Project Alternative (see Figure 
3.3-4). Downstream from the Shasta River, there would be no 
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significant difference in the flow required to mobilize the bed 
because the bed elevations of this reach are primarily controlled 
by relatively immobile large cobbles, boulders, and bedrock. 
Sediment is expected to quickly move through the reach with or 
without dam removal. However, there is expected to be higher 
transport of sand, silt, and clay transport through this reach 
because of the removal of the PacifiCorp Dams. Since the 
construction of the lower four PacifiCorp Dams, there has been 
approximately 3.6 million tons of deposition within these 
reservoirs. The deposit is approximately 15 percent sand and 
85 percent silt and clay (Reclamation, 2012d). The sand, silt, and 
clay portion of this deposit would have been transported through 
the downstream reaches had not the dams been in place. After 
dam removal, this natural sediment supply of sand, silt, and clay 
would be restored to the reaches downstream from Iron Gate 
Damand also to all the reaches downstream.  
 
The Draft EIS/EIR on p. 3.3-87, Alternative 2, section on Fish 
Disease and Parasites has also been revised to explain this.   
 
The Chinook Expert Panel assessment indicated that dams out 
plus KBRA implementation (Alternative 2 or 3) offers greater 
potential than the Current Conditions in improving conditions for 
disease, (Goodman et al. 2011; p. 12).  

   
AO_LT_1230_071-100  The effects of Proposed Action on water temperature in the lower 

Klamath River are described in the Draft EIS/EIR Section 
3.2.4.3.2.1 (p. 3.2-80 to 3.2-83).  Model results from PacifiCorp’s 
KRWQM (see Draft EIS/EIR Figures 3.2-5 to 3.2-7 for water 
temperature projections at three locations in the lower Klamath 
River), the California Klamath River TMDLs model, and the 
RBM10 model (Perry et al. 2011) are described in detail for the 
Lower Klamath Basin.  The results all generally agree that effects 
of Project reservoirs are greatest just downstream from Iron Gate 
Dam (RM 190.1), dampened by the confluence with the Scott 
River (RM 143.9), and mostly ameliorated by RM 66 at the 
confluence with the Salmon River.   
 
The comment states that Project dams mitigate summer peak 
temperatures, which decreases stress on salmonids.  We agree 
that the Proposed Action would result in greater maximum 
temperatures during the warmest part of the summer.   However, 
the Proposed Action would increase natural temperatures 
fluctuations in the reach below Iron Gate Dam thermally 
influenced by the Project and result in lower minimum water 
temperatures. With climate change, minimum water temperatures 
would become increasingly important for salmonids. Appropriate 

No 
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minimum temperatures provide rearing anadromous fish with 
relief from thermal stress during the summer diurnal temperature 
cycle.  An increase in minimum temperatures may adversely 
affect Chinook that are at their limit of thermal tolerances (NRC 
2004). Minimum daily temperatures likely dictate forays of rearing 
fish away from refugia to feed. Current Project management and 
summer flows from IGD would continue to increase July and 
August minimum temperatures by reducing the effects of 
nocturnal cooling (Figure 8; (NRC 2004).   
 
Natural fluctuations in daily temperatures would also provide 
some additional thermal refuge for salmonids during the evening 
and early morning hours in summer. FERC (2007) states that the 
increase in average and maximum daily temperatures may be 
compensated for by lower temperatures at night, which NRC 
(2004) concludes may allow rearing fish to move out of 
temperature refugia to forage, allowing growth to occur even 
when ambient temperatures are above optimal.  These 
fluctuations are more natural than the constant temperatures in 
waters released from the reservoirs, and fish may therefore be 
better adapted for these conditions. 
 
Under a scenario of potential dam removal, it is likely that a 
greater diversity of salmon life histories would evolve, with some 
of those types more likely to avoid parasite exposure by migrating 
earlier or over wintering in tributaries and migrating in the fall 
(Bartholomew and Foott 2010; p. 40). These life histories would 
also likely develop to avoid periods of poor water quality.   

   
AO_LT_1230_071-101 The EIS/EIR has been revised to state that ‘The removal of the 

Four Facilities would be likely to reduce habitat quality for the 
polychaete host by reducing reservoir water quality effects, and 
restoring seasonal flow patterns and sediment dynamics that 
reduce the stability of the host’s favored habitats (Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission 2007; Hetrick et al. 2009; Hamilton et al. 
2011). 
 
In regard to Figure 2. 4 in Bartholomew and Foott  (2010) the 
report also states that parasite abundance (i.e., actinospore 
stage) is low at the outflow of Iron Gate Reservoir but increases 
in the main stem Klamath between the Interstate 5 bridge (I-5) 
and the confluence of the Scott River. This general pattern has 
remained stable, but the size of the infectious zone and the 
magnitude of parasite densities change seasonally and annually 
(Bartholomew and Foott 2010; p. 7). 
 
Master Response AQU-28 FERC Conclusions for Disease. 
 

Yes 
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Below IGD the current stable flows, substrate composition, 
concentration of carcasses, decreased thermal diversity, and 
plankton rich discharge from reservoirs have created ideal 
conditions for disease (Hetrick et al. 2009; Hamilton et al. 2011, 
Table 3).  Continued Project operations would continue these 
ideal conditions for juvenile salmon disease. Removal of one or 
more of the mainstem dams could reduce the incidence of fish 
disease in the Klamath River downstream from Iron Gate Dam 
through several potential mechanisms (Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission 2007, p 3-313). 

 
AO_LT_1230_071-102 

 
The conclusion that flows would be more favorable to salmonids 
in Reclamation’s Klamath Project reaches is a general conclusion 
based on review of the available information, and not based 
solely on the results of the BLM trout study.  Rather, it is a 
conclusion that considered the BLM flow study (DOI Bureau of 
Land Management 2002), PacifiCorp flow studies (PacifiCorp 
2004c), agency review of those studies (U.S. Department of the 
Interior  2006), and the Administrative Law Judge finding 
regarding project flow operations (Administrative Law Judge 
(2006);  p. 87 #14) which stated: “Current Project operations, 
particularly sediment blockage at the J.C. Boyle Dam, the flow 
regime, and peaking operations, negatively affect the redband 
trout fishery.” 

 
No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-103 Master Response AQU-11 NOAA Fisheries Service BO, ESA and 

KBRA Water Management. 
No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-104 The comment has identified a part of the EIS/EIR that needs to 

be clarified. The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (2007) 
citation has been added to the subject paragraph consistent with 
the text from the FERC Final EIS/EIR: 
 
The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (2007) concluded 
that restoring natural sediment transport processes would likely 
contribute to the scour of attached algae downstream from the 
current site of IGD, and deposited gravel and sand would provide 
a less favorable substrate for attached algae because of its 
greater mobility during high flow events than the existing armored 
substrate. The reduction in attached algae would provide less 
habitat for the polychaete intermediate host of C. shasta and P. 
minibicornis, which should reduce the infection rate of juvenile 
salmonids downstream from IGD. (Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 2007, p3-314). 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-105 The cited text in the Draft EIS/EIR does not state that Anabaena 

spp. blooms are consistent, merely that they occur. It also does 
not compare the bloom frequency or magnitude against that of 

Yes 
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any other algae, including Aphanizomenon. No change is 
warranted in the Draft EIS/EIR on the topic of Anabaena spp. 
occurrence. 
 
The comment is correct that testing to date has not detected 
toxins from Anabaena; however, the potential for anatoxin 
producing Anabaena spp. cannot be ruled out given the limited 
sampling done under the Klamath Hydroelectric Settlement 
Agreement (KHSA) IM-15 monitoring in 2010 and 2011. The text 
of the Draft EIS/EIR does not claim that these toxins have been 
detected. However, the text has been revised to indicate that this 
cyanobacterium has the capability to produce toxins, but that it is 
unknown if it does in Klamath system. 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-106 The word "likely" has been removed. Yes 
   
AO_LT_1230_071-107 The sentence just after the one cited in the Draft EIS/EIR already 

provides the requested information: “Specifically, it appears that 
mobilization of phosphorus (e.g., from agriculture and other 
nonpoint sources) has pushed the lake from a naturally eutrophic 
state into its current hypereutrophic state, allowing algal blooms 
to reach or approach their theoretical maximum (Walker 2001).”  
Additional discussion of the Upper Klamath Lake shift from a 
naturally eutrophic state to its current hypereutrophic state has 
been added to Section 3.2 and Appendix C Section C.3. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-108 Change made. Yes 
   
AO_LT_1230_071-109 There is no solid evidence that Microcystis aeruginosa can thrive 

or self-propagate in the Lower Klamath River without an inoculum 
from reservoir releases. Isolated observations of algal toxins at 
concentrations higher in the Lower Klamath River than 
immediately downstream from Iron Gate Dam must be interpreted 
in the context of travel time from the dam, possible degradation of 
algal cells in the river environment that could increase dissolved 
toxin concentrations in the water, and potential sampling 
limitations.   
 
We do recognize that blooms released from Iron Gate Reservoir 
may survive and grow slowly in the Lower Klamath River despite 
the generally inhospitable habitat conditions for Microcystis 
aeruginosa. Therefore, the first paragraph in Section 3.4.3.5.1 
has been changed to read as follows:  “Although both 
Aphanizomenon flos-aquae and Microcystis aeruginosa have 
been observed just downstream from Iron Gate Dam and as far 
downstream as the Klamath Estuary, this reach of the river does 
not provide optimal habitat for phytoplankton species that 
typically thrive in reservoir and lake environments.  As discussed 

Yes 
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above, data collected in 2005 and 2007-2010 suggest that the 
phytoplankton composition of river sites immediately downstream 
from Copco 1 and Iron Gate Reservoirs can become dominated 
by blue-green algae on a seasonal basis, when large blooms 
occurring in the upstream reservoirs are transported downstream 
to river locations. Further downstream in the lower Klamath River, 
Aphanizomenon flos-aquae and Microcystis aeruginosa are 
generally documented at lower abundances (Kann and Asarian 
2006, Raymond 2008), although in some years (e.g., 2007) 
abundance of Microcystis aeruginosa can be relatively greater at 
sites in the lower Klamath River than those immediately 
downstream from Iron Gate Dam (Raymond 2008).  In general, 
turbulent mixing, increased velocity, and tributary dilution result in 
the gradual removal of suspended algal materials and 
chlorophyll-a from the water column as the river travels 
downstream (Armstrong and Ward 2008, Ward and Armstrong 
2010) (see also discussion in Appendix C.2.2.1 and C.6.2.1).  
However, shorelines and protected coves and backwaters in the 
lower Klamath River can support summer and fall accumulations 
of blue-green algae including Microcystis aeruginosa (Kann and 
Corum 2006), and these accumulations can result in exceedance 
to the SWRCB/OEHHA Public Health Threshold (40,000 
cells/mL) and WHO guidelines for Microcystis aeruginosa cell 
density (20,000 cells/mL).” 
 
Additionally, the text in this section has been revised to read as 
follows:  “Algal toxins are a critical concern in the Klamath River 
downstream from Iron Gate Dam because they can remain viable 
along the low-velocity margins of the river where little mixing 
occurs (Kann and Corum 2009).  Concentrations of microcystin 
toxin in the Klamath River downstream from the Hydroelectric 
Reach are typically 1 to 3 orders of magnitude lower relative to 
the reservoirs (Appendix C, Figure C-32; see also Raymond 
2008, Kann et al. 2010a); however, the SWRCB/OEHHA Public 
Health Threshold (8 ug/L) and WHO guidelines for exposure to 
microcystin (i.e., < 4 μg/L) have been exceeded downstream from 
Iron Gate Dam on numerous occasions (Kann 2004, Kann and 
Corum 2009, Kann et al. 2010a, Fetcho 2010), including late-
summer/early-fall Microcystis aeruginosa blooms in September 
2007, 2009, and 2010 from Iron Gate Dam (RM 190.1) to the 
mouth of the Klamath River (RM 0.0).  Overall, the 2005-2009 
dataset indicates that while river exceedance do occur, they are 
far less in number than exceedance in Copco 1 and Iron Gate 
Reservoirs (Appendix C, Figure C-32; see also Raymond 2008, 
Kann et al. 2010a).  Data from 2007 also indicate that microcystin 
can bioaccumulate in juvenile salmonids reared in Iron Gate 
hatchery (Kann 2008; see Section 3.3.3.3 Algal Toxins for a 
discussion of algal toxins as related to fish health).”   
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AO_LT_1230_071-110 Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.3.3.10 Algal Toxins has been modified 
to include additional available information regarding microcystin 
measurements in fish and mussel tissue samples from the 
Project reservoirs and the lower Klamath River.  Additionally, the 
last sentence in the final paragraph of Draft EIS/EIR 
Section 3.4.3.4 (p.3.4-7) has been revised as follows:  “High cell 
counts and toxin concentrations in the water column can result in 
bioaccumulation of microcystin in muscle and/or liver tissues of 
resident (i.e., yellow perch) and anadromous fish (i.e., juvenile 
hatchery Chinook, adult Chinook salmon, steelhead) and in 
freshwater mussels (Kann 2008, Kann and Corum 2009, Kann et 
al. 2011).  Section 3.3.3.3.10 Algal Toxins presents a discussion 
of algal toxins in fish and mussel tissue.” 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-111 We disagree with the premise of the comment. It is not 

misleading to suggest that the Project reservoirs are the 
overwhelmingly predominant source of large blooms of M
aeruginosa and very high concentrations of microcystin toxin to 
the Klamath River downstream from Iron Gate Dam. In fact it is 
misleading to suggest otherwise. The evidence is clear and 
unmistakable. We agree that Upper Klamath Lake does 
experience blooms of M aeruginosa, but those algal cells rarely 
survive to enter Copco 1 Reservoir, as shown repeatedly in the 
PacifiCorp and Karuk tribal reports on the topic (see for example 
Raymond 2008, 2009, 2010; and Kann and Corum, (2007), Kann 
and Corum (2009),  Kann, 2006) and Asarian and Kann (2011)). 
Furthermore, we recognize that some M aeruginosa colonies 
persist in the lower river after they are exported from Iron Gate 
Reservoir, and in some cases they can accumulate in relatively 
large proportions along the margins of the river in quiescent 
locations. This does not mean that these accumulations are 
healthy, or that they would generate or could survive on their own 
without the continued source from the reservoirs.  Open water 
samples taken in the lower Klamath River show cell counts and 
algal toxin concentrations that are an order of magnitude or more 
less than those in the reservoirs.  
 
In support of the above statements, the Draft EIS/EIR describes 
the presence of Microcystis aeruginosa in Upper Klamath Lake in 
Section 3.2.3.7, p.3.2-29.  Similar text has been added to Section 
3.4.3.3.1 to reiterate this fact: “Microcystis aeruginosa is believed 
to be responsible for the production of microcystin toxin in the 
lake, which has exceeded the WHO limit for drinking water (1 
ug/L) and the Oregon Department of Public Health guidelines for 
issuing public health advisories (Section 3.2.3.7). Additional 
microcystin data collection in Upper Klamath Lake is ongoing 
(Vanderkooi et al. 2010, see Section 3.3, Aquatic Resources for 
more detail).”   

Yes 
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In addition, an expanded discussion of phytoplankton data 
collected in 2005 and 2007-2010 has been added to Section 
3.4.3.4 to clarify that Copco 1 and Iron Gate Reservoirs tend to 
have higher abundance of Microcystis aeruginosa than upstream 
river sites and that river sites downstream from the reservoirs 
tend to have higher abundance than the river sites upstream of 
the reservoirs.  A figure modified from Kann and Asarian (2007) 
has also been included in Section 3.4.3.4 to illustrate the 
observed pattern. 
 
Lastly, the following text has been included in Final EIS/EIR 
Section 3.4.3.5.1 to clarify that the reservoirs export blue-green 
algal abundances which, under specific riverine conditions, can 
accumulate and cause a public health hazard: “Further 
downstream in the lower Klamath River, Aphanizomenon flos-
aquae and Microcystis aeruginosa are generally documented at 
lower abundances (Kann and Asarian 2006, Raymond 2008), 
although in some years (e.g., 2007) abundance of Microcystis 
aeruginosa can be relatively greater at sites in the lower Klamath 
River than those immediately downstream from Iron Gate Dam 
(Raymond 2008).  In general, turbulent mixing, increased 
velocity, and tributary dilution result in the gradual removal of 
suspended algal materials and chlorophyll-a from the water 
column as the river travels downstream (Armstrong and Ward 
2008, Ward and Armstrong 2010) (see also discussion in 
Appendix C.2.2.1 and C.6.2.1).  However, shorelines and 
protected coves and backwaters in the lower Klamath River can 
support summer and fall accumulations of blue-green algae 
including Microcystis aeruginosa (Kann and Corum 2006), and 
these accumulations can result in exceedance to the State Water 
Resource Control Board (SWRCB)/Office of Environmental 
Health and Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Public Health 
Threshold (40,000 cells/mL) and WHO guidelines for Microcystis 
aeruginosa cell density (20,000 cells/mL).   
 
Despite this, data collected from 2005-2009 indicate that the 
majority of Microcystis aeruginosa cell density measurements at 
river sites in the lower Klamath River are less than the 
SWRCB/OEHHA Public Health Threshold of 40,000 cells/mL, 
while the vast majority of Microcystis aeruginosa cell densities in 
Copco 1 and Iron Gate Reservoir sites are greater than the 
SWRCB/OEHHA threshold (Appendix C, Figure C-30; see also 
Kann et al. 2010a).  A similar pattern exists with respect to the 
lower WHO guidelines for Microcystis aeruginosa cell density 
(20,000 cells/mL) during 2005-2009 (i.e., the majority of river 
station measurements are less than the WHO guidelines, while 
the majority of reservoir station measurements are greater than 
the WHO guidelines).  Since sampling of blue-green algae (and 
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algal toxins) does not occur in the lower Klamath River until after 
large-scale summer and fall blooms in Copco 1 and Iron Gate 
Reservoirs have been observed, there is no documentation of the 
river occurrences of blue-green algae prior to the larger reservoir 
blooms.” 
 
The text clarifications do not change the effect determinations of 
the Proposed Action and alternatives. 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-112 There is insufficient information provided in the comment to 

support the assertion of a consistent 4 to 6 week delay between 
high algal concentrations in the reservoirs and concentrations in 
downstream river reaches.  It is difficult to conclusively 
demonstrate that river occurrences of blue-green algae only 
occur following large-scale reservoir blooms because sampling 
generally does not occur in the river until after reservoir blooms 
have been observed. However, the following text has been 
included in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.4.3.5.1 to clarify that specific 
riverine conditions can support accumulations of blue-green 
algae: “Further downstream in the lower Klamath River, 
Aphanizomenon flos-aquae and Microcystis aeruginosa are 
generally documented at lower abundances (Kann and Asarian 
2006, Raymond 2008), although in some years (e.g., 2007) 
abundance of Microcystis aeruginosa can be relatively greater at 
sites in the lower Klamath River than those immediately 
downstream from Iron Gate Dam (Raymond 2008).  In general, 
turbulent mixing, increased velocity, and tributary dilution result in 
the gradual removal of suspended algal materials and 
chlorophyll-a from the water column as the river travels 
downstream (Armstrong and Ward 2008, Ward and Armstrong 
2010) (see also discussion in Appendix C.2.2.1 and C.6.2.1).  
However, shorelines and protected coves and backwaters in the 
lower Klamath River can support summer and fall accumulations 
of blue-green algae including Microcystis aeruginosa (Kann and 
Corum 2006), and these accumulations can result in exceedance 
to the SWRCB/OEHHA Public Health Threshold (40,000 
cells/mL) and WHO guidelines for Microcystis aeruginosa cell 
density (20,000 cells/mL).   
 
Despite this, data collected from 2005-2009 indicate that the 
majority of Microcystis aeruginosa cell density measurements at 
river sites in the lower Klamath River are less than the California 
SWRCB/OEHHA Public Health Threshold of 40,000 cells/mL, 
while the vast majority of Microcystis aeruginosa cell densities in 
Copco 1 and Iron Gate Reservoir sites are greater than the 
SWRCB/OEHHA threshold (Appendix C, Figure C-30; see also 
Kann et al. 2010a).  A similar pattern exists with respect to the 
lower WHO guidelines for Microcystis aeruginosa cell density 
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(20,000 cells/mL) during 2005-2009 (i.e., the majority of river 
station measurements are less than the WHO guidelines, while 
the majority of reservoir station measurements are greater than 
the WHO guidelines).  Since sampling of blue-green algae (and 
algal toxins) does not occur in the lower Klamath River until after 
large-scale summer and fall blooms in Copco 1 and Iron Gate 
Reservoirs have been observed, there is no documentation of the 
river occurrences of blue-green algae prior to the larger reservoir 
blooms. ”  

   
AO_LT_1230_071-113 The comment is focused on sites in the lower river (i.e., Brown 

Bear) and immediately downstream from Iron Gate Dam, while 
the referenced paragraph in the Draft EIS/EIR is focused on the 
Klamath Estuary.  These are not the same locations. Additionally, 
the referenced paragraph states the following: “Phytoplankton 
densities are generally lower in [the Klamath Estuary] than those 
measured concurrently in the lower Klamath River.”  The term 
“generally” means that there can be instances where densities 
could be greater.  While additional data is posted on the Klamath 
Basin Monitoring Program Web site, it doesn’t change the finding 
reported in Section 3.4.3.6.  No change is required in the Draft 
EIS/EIR Section 3.4.3.6. 
 
However, to address the issue that Microcystis aeruginosa cell 
counts and microcystin toxin concentrations at sites in the lower 
Klamath River (such as Brown Bear) can be very high (i.e., 
greater than levels at the site immediately downstream from Iron 
Gate Dam), text in Section 3.4.3.5.1 has been changed to read 
as follows:  “Further downstream in the lower Klamath River, 
Aphanizomenon flos-aquae and Microcystis aeruginosa are 
generally documented at lower abundances (Kann and Asarian 
2006, Raymond 2008), although in some years (e.g., 2007) 
abundance of Microcystis aeruginosa can be relatively greater at 
sites in the lower Klamath River than those immediately 
downstream from Iron Gate Dam (Kann and Corum 2009, 
Raymond 2008, YTEP 2008).  In general, turbulent mixing, 
increased velocity, and tributary dilution result in the gradual 
removal of suspended algal materials and chlorophyll-a from the 
water column as the river travels downstream (Armstrong and 
Ward 2008, Ward and Armstrong 2010) (see also discussion in 
Appendix C.2.2.1 and C.6.2.1).  However, shorelines and 
protected coves and backwaters in the lower Klamath River can 
support summer and fall accumulations of blue-green algae 
including Microcystis aeruginosa (Kann and Corum 2006), and 
these accumulations can result in exceedance to the 
SWRCB/OEHHA Public Health Threshold (40,000 cells/mL) and 
WHO guidelines for Microcystis aeruginosa cell density (20,000 
cells/mL).”  

Yes 
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Finally, although there are instances when surface grab samples 
taken for public health purposes have algal counts or algal toxin 
concentrations that are higher than those measured immediately 
downstream from Iron Gate Dam, such comparisons must be 
made with care. The public health sampling occurs in locations 
that are not representative of downstream transport and 
represent the most favorable habitat available in the lower river 
for phytoplankton accumulations. These accumulations could 
have been building for weeks, based on previous releases from 
Iron Gate Reservoir. Their existence does not absolve the 
reservoirs from the role of providing the inoculum for growth. To 
date, there have been no studies that conclusively demonstrate 
that Microcystis aeruginosa is generated in situ in the lower 
Klamath River without a significant contributing role from the 
reservoirs as either the sole source, initiating, or perpetuating the 
occurrence of this blue-green algae species. There is a 
substantial body of evidence that indicates that the reservoirs 
release cyanobacteria and associated toxins downstream.  And 
in no case are the concentrations observed in the Klamath 
Estuary (as specified by the comment location) significantly  
higher than those observed at Brown Bear or just downstream 
from Iron Gate Dam, particularly when accounting for transport 
time from upstream.” 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-114 The portion of the sentence “suggesting that Microcystis 

aeruginosa is transported from the Klamath Hydroelectric Project 
reservoirs into the lower river and subsequently into the estuary” 
has been deleted. 
 
Additionally, the following text has been included in Final EIS/EIR 
Section 3.4.3.5.1 to clarify that specific riverine conditions can 
support accumulations of blue-green algae: “Further downstream 
in the lower Klamath River, Aphanizomenon flos-aquae and 
Microcystis aeruginosa are generally documented at lower 
abundances (Kann and Asarian 2006, Raymond 2008), although 
in some years (e.g., 2007) abundance of Microcystis aeruginosa 
can be relatively greater at sites in the lower Klamath River than 
those immediately downstream from Iron Gate Dam (Raymond 
2008).  In general, turbulent mixing, increased velocity, and 
tributary dilution result in the gradual removal of suspended algal 
materials and chlorophyll-a from the water column as the river 
travels downstream (Armstrong and Ward 2008, Ward and 
Armstrong 2010) (see also discussion in Appendix C.2.2.1 and 
C.6.2.1).  However, shorelines and protected coves and 
backwaters in the lower Klamath River can support summer and 
fall accumulations of blue-green algae including Microcystis 
aeruginosa (Kann and Corum 2006), and these accumulations 
can result in exceedance to the SWRCB/OEHHA Public Health 
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Threshold (40,000 cells/mL) and WHO guidelines for Microcystis 
aeruginosa cell density (20,000 cells/mL).   
 
Despite this, data collected from 2005-2009 indicate that the 
majority of Microcystis aeruginosa cell density measurements at 
river sites in the lower Klamath River are less than the 
SWRCB/OEHHA Public Health Threshold of 40,000 cells/mL, 
while the vast majority of Microcystis aeruginosa cell densities in 
Copco 1 and Iron Gate Reservoir sites are greater than the 
SWRCB/OEHHA threshold (Appendix C, Figure C-30; see also 
Kann et al. 2010a).  A similar pattern exists with respect to the 
lower WHO guidelines for Microcystis aeruginosa cell density 
(20,000 cells/mL) during 2005-2009 (i.e., the majority of river 
station measurements are less than the WHO guidelines, while 
the majority of reservoir station measurements are greater than 
the WHO guidelines).  Since sampling of blue-green algae (and 
algal toxins) does not occur in the lower Klamath River until after 
large-scale summer and fall blooms in Copco 1 and Iron Gate 
Reservoirs have been observed, there is no documentation of the 
river occurrences of blue-green algae prior to the larger reservoir 
blooms.”   
 
Lastly, the text in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.4.1 has been clarified 
to read as follows:  “Existing information regarding blue-green 
algal blooms in the Klamath Basin suggests that several critical 
factors affect the frequency and toxicity of such blooms in Upper 
Klamath Lake and the Klamath Hydroelectric Project reservoirs: 
water temperature, light levels (FERC 2007), flow rates (Kann 
2006), nutrient availability/ratios (Chorus and Bartram 1999, 
Fetcho 2008, Moisander and Lincoff 2009) and wind-induced 
turbulence and mixing.  In this nutrient-rich system, elevated 
temperatures and increased light levels that occur during the 
summer and early fall result in seasonal blue-green algal blooms 
in Upper Klamath Lake and the Klamath River, and especially the 
reservoir reaches.  In addition to Upper Klamath Lake and 
Copco 1 and Iron Gate Reservoirs, riverine reaches in close 
proximity to the reservoirs generally experience high abundance 
of Microcystis aeruginosa (Kann 2006, Kann and Corum 2009), 
with the highest cell densities and microcystin toxin 
concentrations occurring within and directly below the reservoirs 
(Kann and Corum 2009).  This information indicates that the 
reservoirs provide ideal conditions (see Section 3.4.3.1) for 
proliferation of blue-green algal species, and likely also serve as 
a source of algal cells and their toxins to downstream areas.  
While blue-green algae can occur in riverine and estuarine 
environments (Christian et al. 1986, Baxter et al. 2010), Huisman 
et al. (2004) demonstrate that the rate of turbulent mixing in the  
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water column relative to algal flotation velocity is a critical factor 
controlling the size of blue-green algal blooms.” 
 
The text clarifications do not change the effect determinations of 
the Proposed Action and alternatives. 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-115 The text in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.4.1 has been clarified to 

read as follows:  “Existing information regarding blue-green algal 
blooms in the Klamath Basin suggests that several critical factors 
affect the frequency and toxicity of such blooms in Upper 
Klamath Lake and the Klamath Hydroelectric Project reservoirs: 
water temperature, light levels (FERC 2007), flow rates (Kann 
2006), nutrient availability/ratios (Chorus and Bartram 1999, 
Fetcho 2008, Moisander and Lincoff 2009) and wind-induced 
turbulence and mixing.  In this nutrient-rich system, elevated 
temperatures and increased light levels that occur during the 
summer and early fall result in seasonal blue-green algal blooms 
in Upper Klamath Lake and the Klamath River, and especially the 
reservoir reaches.  In addition to Upper Klamath Lake and Copco 
1 and Iron Gate Reservoirs, riverine reaches in close proximity to 
the reservoirs generally experience high abundance of 
Microcystis aeruginosa (Kann 2006, Kann and Corum 2009), with 
the highest cell densities and microcystin toxin concentrations 
occurring within and directly below the reservoirs (Kann and 
Corum 2009).  This information indicates that the reservoirs 
provide ideal conditions (see Section 3.4.3.1) for proliferation of 
blue-green algal species, and likely also serve as a source of 
algal cells and their toxins to downstream areas.  While blue-
green algae can occur in riverine and estuarine environments 
(Christian et al. 1986, Baxter et al. 2010), Huisman et al. (2004) 
demonstrate that the rate of turbulent mixing in the water column 
relative to algal flotation velocity is a critical factor controlling the 
size of blue-green algal blooms.” 
 
Additionally, the text in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.3.1 has been 
clarified to read as follows: “The stable lacustrine environment 
created at the Four Facilities, particularly in the larger Copco 1 
and Iron Gate Reservoirs, coupled with high nutrient availability 
and high water temperatures in summer to fall, provides ideal 
conditions for phytoplankton growth, including the growth of blue-
green algal species.  While blue-green algae can be found in a 
variety of lake, reservoir, river, and estuarine environments, in 
particular, these species thrive under warm water temperature, 
high nutrient, and stable water column conditions (Konopka and 
Brock 1978, Kann 2006), where they can out-compete other algal 
species such as diatoms.   Huisman et al. (2004) demonstrate 
that Microcystis aeruginosa can dominate the phytoplankton  
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assemblage at low turbulent diffusivity (i.e., calm-stable lacustrine 
conditions) when their flotation velocity exceeds the rate of 
turbulent mixing.”   
 
The text clarifications do not change the effect determinations of 
the Proposed Action and alternatives. 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-116 Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.3.3. Disease and Parasites (p.3.3-37) 

provides the requested information, as follows: “The polychaete 
host for the parasite is present in a variety of habitat types, 
including runs, pools, riffles, edge-water, and reservoir inflow 
zones, as well as sand, gravel, boulders, bedrock, aquatic 
vegetation, and is frequently present with a periphyton species: 
Cladophora (Bartholomew and Foott 2010).  Slow-flowing and 
more stable habitats (e.g., pools with sand) may support higher 
densities of polychaetes, (Bartholomew and Foott 2010), 
especially if in stream flows remain constant.”  The referenced 
statement in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.4.3 is not incorrect – 
Cladophora do provide suitable habitat for the polychaete host for 
the parasite – and the comment does not state why the additional 
information is important to the analysis of fish disease conditions 
under the No Action/No Project Alternative.  No change is 
required in the Draft EIS/EIR. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-117 Master Response WQ-16 Upper Klamath Basin Historically 

Productive but Land Use Exacerbates Problem.  
 
Although the agencies readily acknowledge that there are 
abundant natural sources of phosphorus in the basin, we 
disagree with the assertion that no significant water quality 
improvements can be expected in either Upper Klamath Lake or 
the Upper Klamath River System.  
 
Uncertainty is inherent to any analysis of future conditions, 
particularly in a system as complex as the Klamath Basin.  The 
degree of uncertainty should always be considered as part of the 
decision-making process.  The TMDLs themselves consider 
uncertainty when estimating the assimilative capacity of a water 
body and setting limits on the amount of pollution that can be 
added and still meet water quality standards; CWA section 303(d) 
requires that TMDLs are established with a margin of safety to 
account for uncertainty. The Draft EIS/EIR has been prepared 
according to requirements of NEPA and CEQA.  Accordingly, 
assessments of the effects of the Proposed Action and 
alternatives on future water quality and algae conditions in the 
Klamath River involve comparison to both existing conditions 
(CEQA) and future conditions (NEPA).  Future conditions include 
“reasonably foreseeable actions” that are independent of FERC 
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licensing and are expected to occur during the 50-yr period of 
analysis (2012 to 2061). With respect to water quality in the 
Klamath Basin, reasonably foreseeable actions include 
implementation of TMDLs for Oregon and California (see full list 
of reasonably foreseeable actions associated with water quality in 
Section 3.2.4.1, p.3.2-25).  Uncertainty is inherently associated 
with each of the reasonably foreseeable actions, including TMDL 
implementation, and does not eliminate the requirement to 
include these actions in the analyses.  The same is true for KBRA 
implementation, which, as a connected action, is analyzed at a 
program-level.  Uncertainty regarding TMDL and KBRA 
implementation is appropriately called out in statements 
throughout the Draft EIS/EIR (such as the ones cited in the 
comment).  Effects determination statements for the No 
Action/No Project Alternative in Section 3.2 Water Quality and 
Section 3.4 Algae include an explicit acknowledgement that full 
attainment of the Oregon and California TMDLs would improve 
water quality but the implementation mechanisms and timing are 
unknown.  The general assertion of uncertainty associated with 
respect to TMDL implementation made by the comment does not 
provide finer resolution than the statements already made in the 
Draft EIS/EIR.  
 
*Colman et al. (2004) was not cited in the Draft EIS/EIR and has 
been added to the Final EIS/EIR. 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-118 We disagree with the comment. Large blooms of Microcystis 

aeruginosa would not be likely to occur in these areas under the 
Proposed Action because there would be no inoculum from the 
upstream reservoirs (i.e., Copco 1 and Iron Gate Reservoirs). It 
has not been demonstrated that the reservoirs are not the initial 
cause or source of the high algal counts or toxin concentrations 
that occur at downstream river sites, or that these situations can 
occur in the absence of an upstream source. Additionally, the 
bolded significance statement in the Draft EIS/EIR states “reduce 
or eliminate”, rather than just “eliminate”.  Thus, the possibility for 
relatively smaller occurrences of nuisance and/or noxious 
phytoplankton in the river under the Proposed Action is already 
included.   
 
Nonetheless, the text in Section 3.4.4.3 has been clarified to read 
as follows: “Existing data indicate that large seasonal blue-green 
algae blooms (i.e., Microcystis aeruginosa) and associated algal 
toxins (i.e., microcystin) in Copco 1 and Iron Gate Reservoirs and 
the Klamath River downstream from Iron Gate Dam are not the 
result of algal transport from Upper Klamath Lake; rather, these 
blooms occur in the two largest Project reservoirs and are 
transported to Klamath River sites downstream from Iron Gate 
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Dam (see Figure 3.4-1).  The following physical mechanisms are 
responsible for the removal of large seasonal blue-green algal 
blooms that originate in Upper Klamath Lake and are transported 
into the upper reaches of the Klamath River: 
 
1. Large-scale settling in the Keno Impoundment (see Section 
3.2.3.3 and Appendix C, Section C.2.1.3); 
 
2. Turbulent mixing and associated algal cell breakdown in the 
river from Keno Dam to J.C. Boyle Reservoir (see Section 3.2.3.3 
and Appendix C,  C.2.1.3); and, 
 
3. Dilution from springs in the J.C. Boyle bypass reach (see 
Section 3.2.3.3 and Appendix C, C.2.1.4). 
 
Further, under current conditions, microcystin toxin rarely persists 
through steps 1 to 3, occurring at low (very infrequently) to non-
detectable (primarily) concentrations at the Klamath River station 
just upstream of Copco 1 Reservoir (“KRAC”) (see also Figure 
3.4-1).  The aforementioned removal mechanisms for algal cells 
(and microcystin) would still occur under the Proposed Action, 
and additional removal could occur in the Hydroelectric Reach 
due to turbulence and relatively high velocities in the free-flowing 
river reaches that were previously occupied by Copco 1 and Iron 
Gate Reservoirs.  The primary lacustrine habitat for supporting 
seasonal nuisance and/or noxious phytoplankton blooms in the 
Hydroelectric Reach would be eliminated and there is little reason 
to suspect that large blooms of Microcystis aeruginosa from 
Upper Klamath Lake would be successfully transported into the 
Klamath River downstream from Iron Gate Dam.  Therefore, the 
overall occurrence of nuisance and/or noxious phytoplankton and 
associated toxins in the Klamath River downstream from Iron 
Gate Dam would be substantially reduced or eliminated.              
 
Increases in nutrient availability associated with delivery and 
deposition of sediments from the upper watershed could occur 
over the long term as a result of dam removal (Reclamation 
2012d; Section 3.3.4.3).  However, possible summer through fall 
increases in nutrient concentrations, particularly directly 
downstream from Iron Gate Dam, following dam removal (see 
Section 3.2.4.3.2.3 Nutrients – Lower Klamath Basin) would not 
substantially contribute to blue-green algal blooms downstream 
from the dam due to the lack of the suitable hydrodynamic 
conditions required for extensive planktonic algal growth in the 
Klamath River.  While some phytoplankton growth could occur 
along shorelines and protected coves and backwaters in the 
Lower Klamath River during low-flow periods, Microcystis 
aeruginosa cell density and microcystin concentrations are not 
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expected to exceed current levels, which are typically 1 to 3 
orders of magnitude lower relative to those measured in Copco 1 
and Iron Gate Reservoirs (Appendix C, Figure C-32; see also 
Kann et al. 2010).”   
 
The text clarifications do not change the effect determinations of 
the Proposed Action and alternatives. 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-119 Text in Section 3.4.4.3 has been clarified to read as follows: 

“Existing data indicate that large seasonal blue-green algae 
blooms (i.e., Microcystis aeruginosa) and associated algal toxins 
(i.e., microcystin) in Copco 1 and Iron Gate Reservoirs and the 
Klamath River downstream from Iron Gate Dam are not the result 
of algal transport from Upper Klamath Lake; rather, these blooms 
occur in the two largest Project reservoirs and are transported to 
Klamath River sites downstream from Iron Gate Dam (see Figure 
3.4-1).  The following physical mechanisms are responsible for 
the removal of large seasonal blue-green algal blooms that 
originate in Upper Klamath Lake and are transported into the 
upper reaches of the Klamath River: 
 
1. Large-scale settling in the Keno Impoundment (see Section 
3.2.3.3 and Appendix C, Section C.2.1.3); 
 
2. Turbulent mixing and associated algal cell breakdown in the 
river from Keno Dam to J.C. Boyle Reservoir (see Section 3.2.3.3 
and Appendix C,  C.2.1.3); and, 
 
3. Dilution from springs in the J.C. Boyle bypass reach (see 
Section 3.2.3.3 and Appendix C, C.2.1.4). 
 
Further, under current conditions, microcystin toxin rarely persists 
through steps 1 to 3, occurring at low (very infrequently) to non-
detectable (primarily) concentrations at the Klamath River station 
just upstream of Copco 1 Reservoir (“KRAC”) (see also Figure 
3.4-1).  The aforementioned removal mechanisms for algal cells 
(and microcystin) would still occur under the Proposed Action, 
and additional removal could occur in the Hydroelectric Reach 
due to turbulence and relatively high velocities in the free-flowing 
river reaches that were previously occupied by Copco 1 and Iron 
Gate Reservoirs.  The primary lacustrine habitat for supporting 
seasonal nuisance and/or noxious phytoplankton blooms in the 
Hydroelectric Reach would be eliminated and there is little reason 
to suspect that large blooms of Microcystis aeruginosa from 
Upper Klamath Lake would be successfully transported into the 
Klamath River downstream from Iron Gate Dam.  Therefore, the 
overall occurrence of nuisance and/or noxious phytoplankton and  
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associated toxins in the Klamath River downstream from Iron 
Gate Dam would be substantially reduced or eliminated.”    
 
The text clarifications do not change the effect determinations of 
the Proposed Action and alternatives. 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-120 Increased scouring in the Klamath River under the Proposed 

Action would occur primarily due to greater movement of gravel, 
cobble, and coarse sediment downstream from the Project dams, 
rather than as a result of a “dramatically [altered] flow regime” as 
suggested by the comment.  The areas downstream from the 
dams have been starved of sediment since the construction of 
the dams. The lack of sediment causes the bed material 
downstream from the dams to be less mobile than it would be 
under natural conditions. The immobile nature of the sediment is 
detrimental to habitat downstream from the dam and re-supply of 
sediment would improve the aquatic habitat downstream from the 
dam over the long term. Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.3 discusses 
the anticipated changes in the streambed downstream from Iron 
Gate Dam due to sediments released from behind the dams and 
reconnection of the natural sediment supply from upstream under 
the Proposed Action. Additionally, a detailed assessment of the 
current sediment conditions downstream from Iron Gate Dam is 
found in: Reclamation (2012d). “Hydrology, Hydraulics and 
Sediment Transport Studies for the Secretary’s Determination on 
Klamath River Dam Removal and Basin Restoration,” Technical 
Report No. SRH-2011-02. Prepared for Mid-Pacific Region, 
Bureau of Reclamation, Technical Service Center, Denver, CO. It 
is available at: http://klamathrestoration.gov/keep-me-
informed/secretarial-determination/role-of-science/secretarial-
determination-studies. Lastly, the reference to Section 3.3.4.3 on 
p.3.4-17 has been clarified as “Section 3.3.4.3 Proposed Action – 
Bedload Sediment” in the Final EIS/EIR. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-121 We disagree with the comment that “It is unsubstantiated that 

cyanobacteria (and associated toxins) in the Project reach affect 
cyanobacteria (and associated toxins) in the Klamath Estuary, 
some 190 miles downriver”. There is ample evidence that the 
river downstream from the Project reservoirs is negatively 
affected by cyanobacteria and toxins that are exported from the 
reservoirs.   
 
Even if some locations in the Lower Klamath River accumulate 
cyanobacterial growth that is capable of sustaining itself, it is 
highly unlikely that these growths would be able to generate 
without the upstream source from the reservoirs. It has not been 
demonstrated that these isolated pockets of Microcystis 
aeruginosa are capable of being initiated, nor sustaining 

Yes 

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses

Vol. III, 11.7-355 - December 2012



Comment Author Hemstreet, Tim 
Agency/Assoc. PacifiCorp Energy 
Submittal Date December 30, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

continued growth in the river in the absence of the reservoirs. 
Further, the effect determination in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.4.3 
states “reduce or eliminate”, rather than just “eliminate”.  Thus, 
the possibility for relatively smaller occurrences of nuisance 
and/or noxious phytoplankton in the Klamath Estuary under the 
Proposed Action is already included in the Draft EIS/EIR.  To 
further clarify, the following text has been included in Final 
EIS/EIR Section 3.4.4.3.2 – Klamath Estuary.  “Existing 
information indicates that instances of elevated levels of 
Microcystis aeruginosa in the Klamath Estuary correspond with 
elevated levels measured at upstream locations in the lower 
Klamath River (Section 3.4.3.6).  Since removal of the Four 
Facilities would reduce or eliminate elevated Microcystis 
aeruginosa levels in the lower Klamath River (see prior section), 
levels in the Klamath Estuary are also likely to be reduced or 
eliminated.”   
 
“As discussed for the Klamath River downstream from Iron Gate 
Dam, increases in nutrient transport from the upper watershed 
could occur over the long term as a result of dam removal (CDM 
2011b; Section 3.3.4.3).  However, possible summer through fall 
increases in nutrient concentrations, particularly directly 
downstream from Iron Gate Dam, following dam removal (see 
Section 3.2.4.3.2.3 Nutrients – Lower Klamath Basin) would not 
contribute significantly to blue-green algal blooms downstream 
from the dam due to the lack of the suitable hydrodynamic 
conditions required for extensive planktonic algal growth following 
implementation of the Proposed Action.  Thus, while some 
phytoplankton growth could occur in estuarine backwaters, 
Microcystis aeruginosa cell density and microcystin 
concentrations would not be expected to exceed current levels, 
which are typically 1 to 3 orders of magnitude lower relative to 
those measured in Copco 1 and Iron Gate Reservoirs (Appendix 
C, Figure C-32; see also Kann et al. 2010a).” 
The text clarifications do not change the effect determinations of 
the Proposed Action and alternatives. 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-122 The portion of the sentence of concern in the comment (“in the 

area of analysis”) has been deleted because it is too broad and 
not necessary (since the table section header already denotes 
what reach is being considered). 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-123 Discussion has been revised to state that the current low-flow 

situation and the lack of natural flow variability and scouring from 
intermittent high flows likely contribute to the prevalence of reed 
canarygrass in this area. 

Yes 
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AO_LT_1230_071-124 Text was revised to clarify that neither tailed frog or southern 
torrent salamander would be expected to occur in the mainstem 
of the Lower Klamath River. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-125 Master Response TERR-3 Invasive Species Control.  No 
   
AO_LT_1230_071-126 Section 3.6 is focused on the changes to flood hydrology, as 

indicated in the section introduction.  Changes to river 
geomorphology are assessed in Section 3.11. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-127 CEQA regulations Section 15064.7(a) indicates that “A threshold 

of significance is an identifiable quantitative, qualitative or 
performance level of a particular environmental effect.”  The Lead 
Agencies have selected qualitative thresholds, which is 
consistent with CEQA.  The thresholds of significance in Section 
3.6 are based on CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G.  The Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR) also does not require quantitative 
significance criteria relative to NEPA. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-128 The references used in the analysis are specific to the Pacific 

Northwest and the Klamath Basin, which includes the portions of 
Northern California and Southern Oregon included in the study 
area for the Proposed Action and alternatives. The Lead 
Agencies considered the eight additional references cited by the 
comment author.  However, the current analysis is not proposed 
to be updated with the eight references because they 
predominantly discuss impacts in the Sierra Nevada mountain 
range, which are not a part of the Klamath Basin.  

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-129 Text in the Final EIS/EIR was revised to state “[h]igh water 

temperatures have also been associated with fish die offs in the 
Lower Klamath River downstream from Iron Gate Dam.” 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-130 The text in the Final EIS/EIR was revised to state the following: 

 
“The Klamath Hydroelectric Project reservoirs have 
characteristics that would favor high (at least one percent of the 
amount of Greenhouse Gases (GHG) emissions that could occur 
from removing the hydroelectric facilities) methane (CH4) 
emissions…” 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-131 The report titled "A Preliminary Evaluation of the Potential 

Downstream Sediment Deposition Following the Removal of Iron 
Gate, Copco, and J.C. Boyle Dams, Klamath River, California" 
(Stillwater Sciences 2002) was used as the basis for this 
statement. The Stillwater report uses a relationship between 
shear velocity and settling velocity to estimate that 0.68 mm is the 
particle size where particles are suspended/settled at 3,000 cubic 

No 
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feet per second (cfs). The relationship used in the Stillwater 
report was presented in the Journal of Hydraulic Engineering 
(van Rijn 1984). 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-132 Descriptions of tribal history, cultural practices, religious 

practices, oral traditions and health impacts are general and 
reflect Tribal perspectives on resource issues. Quantifiable data 
on Project effects to water, aquatic, and terrestrial resources are 
found in Sections 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5.  To clarify the process 
used to develop the Current Effects Background Technical 
Report and Potential Effects Background Technical Report 
language has been added to Section 3.12, as well as, Table 
3.12-1 through Table 3.12-6.  
 
As part of the study for the Current Effects Background Technical 
Report, government-to-government consultations were 
conducted  with the six basin tribes to solicit input from the tribal 
governments regarding their assessment of effects on Indian 
trust resources, tribal rights to take those resources, other 
resources traditionally used by tribes, and cultural values related 
to those resources and rights within the study area resulting from 
the current operations of the four PacifiCorp dams on the 
Klamath River.  The reader should note that inclusion of any 
claims and assertions put forth by these tribes does not 
necessarily imply that the U.S. Government endorses those 
views. 
 
Three rounds of consultation meetings were held between the 
Cultural/Tribal Sub-team and each of the six tribal governments 
The purpose of the first consultation meetings (Round 1) was to 
describe the process of the Current Effects Background 
Technical Report, elicit information about the histories and 
backgrounds of the tribes, and discuss how the dams might be 
currently affecting their resources and rights and related cultural 
values.  In response, the Yurok, Resighini, Karuk, and Klamath 
Tribes, DOI provided comprehensive background documents.  
The Round 2 meetings were conducted to collect comments from 
the tribes concerning the Current Effects Background Technical 
Report and the potential effects of the Dams In Scenario and the 
Dams Out Scenario on their trust and other resources and rights.  
In Round 3, DOI sought comments from the tribes on the first 
draft of the Potential Effects Background Technical Report. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-133 The analysis in Section 3.12 qualitatively identifies the effects of 

each alternative.  Many of these effects are beneficial.  Under 40 
CFR 1500.1 c.  ‘The NEPA process is intended to help public 
officials make decisions that are based on understanding of 
environmental consequences’.  Quantifying the degree that an 

No 
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action benefits the environment may be interesting, however is 
not essential for a reasoned choice between alternatives if that 
choice is based on the degree and significance of environmental 
consequences.  Indeed 40 CFR 1500.1 b, states ‘NEPA 
documents must concentrate on the issues that are truly 
significant to the action in question, rather than amassing 
needless detail.’  

   
AO_LT_1230_071-134 The purpose of bringing non-project related effects into the 

discussion of tribal trust is to provide a broader context 
concerning the shift to an industrial economy, of which the 
Klamath Hydroelectric Project is a significant component within 
the Klamath Basin.  Section 3.12 broadly describes the effects of 
PacifiCorp dams from a tribal perspective based on quantifiable 
data on Project effects to water quality, aquatic resources, algae, 
and terrestrial resources.  The analyses of these types of 
resources are found in EIS/EIR Sections 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5. 
 
Copco 1 Dam, completed in 1918, was the first mainstem dam to 
block fish passage to the majority of the Upper Klamath Basin. 
Iron Gate Dam, completed in 1962, is the downstream-most dam 
that blocks upstream fish passage. Flow releases from Iron Gate 
Dam, and the quality of the water being released, affect the 
quantity and quality of fish habitat for listed and non-listed 
species in the mainstem downstream from Iron Gate Dam (FERC 
2007). The other hydroelectric dams, with the exception of J.C. 
Boyle Dam, which is equipped with a ladder that does not meet 
current standards (Administrative Law Judge 2006), also block 
upstream fish passage and isolate fish populations between 
these dams. The dams have eliminated access for anadromous 
fish, including salmon and steelhead, to approximately 420 miles 
of potential habitat upstream of Iron Gate Dam.   
 
While removal of PacifiCorp dams would not fully address or 
mitigate impacts to tribes caused by a reduction in the Klamath 
River fishery, as described in Section 3.3, there would likely be 
an increase in fish and other aquatic species after dam removal.   

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-135 The language in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.12.3.13.12 third 

paragraph has been clarified to describe the analysis used to 
evaluate the condition of the assets held in trust for The Klamath 
Tribes. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-136 Executive Order 13007 and Native American Grave Protection 

and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) apply to sites on Federal lands 
or federally recognized Indian lands, identified by federally 
recognized tribes. State laws will apply to burial sites on non-
Federal lands. Ceremonial sites and burial grounds are 

No 
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considered as potential historic properties under the NHPA in 
Section 3.13, Cultural and Historic Resources of the Draft 
EIS/EIR. Additional consultations to identify sites of religious and 
cultural values are addressed in Mitigation Measures CHR-2, 
CHR-3, and CHR-4. 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-137 The U.S. Government does not believe that any trust resources 

of the Karuk tribe are affected by current operations or would be 
affected by the Proposed Action.  Table 3.12-2 lists traditionally 
used resources of the Karuk Tribe. Section 3.12 has been 
updated to clarify this information.  

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-138 A clarifying footnote has been added to Section 3.12 to describe 

how the information provided by the Hoopa Valley Tribe was a 
personal account of the history of the Klamath River.  The 
footnote then goes on to describe the Fall Creek Hatchery history 
and its purpose.  

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-139 The Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.13, Cultural and Historic Resources, 

p. 3.13-1, has been edited to include the Archaeological 
Resources Protection Act (ARPA) as part of the regulatory 
framework. 
 
A description of Executive Order 13007 Sacred Sites has also 
been added to Section 3.13, Cultural and Historic Resources.  

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-140 As stated in EIS/EIR Section 3.13, Cultural and Historic 

Resources, discussions for each alternative, the finding of effect 
under the NHPA Section 106 for Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 is an 
adverse effect. Under the No Action Alternative 1, ongoing effects 
are acknowledged but no finding of effect is made since this 
alternative is not part of the current undertaking. Pursuant to 
CEQA the section did note however, that with mitigation the 
effect could be reduced to a less than significant level. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-141 The KHSA maps have been used to update the figures in the 

Final EIS/EIR. 
Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-142 Output is measured as the dollar value of industry production. 

Output can also be thought of as sales.  Tables that present 
regional economic summaries and effects include footnotes that 
define each economic measurement.  

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-143 Curry county is considered local for estimating Klamath 

Management Zone (KMZ)-OR impacts. Del Norte and Humboldt 
counties are considered local for estimating KMZ-CA impacts.  

No 
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AO_LT_1230_071-144 Real estate values are discussed on pp. 3.15-20 and 3.15-63. It 
is clear that dam removal would affect property values over the 
long term. However, the net magnitude of these changes is 
difficult to forecast. In the long term, land values of parcels 
downstream from Iron Gate Dam with river views could increase 
because of restoration of the river, including improved water 
quality and more robust anadromous fish runs. Land that 
currently has reservoir views could decline in value. However, 
any declines could be at least partially offset by improvements in 
water quality. It is difficult to evaluate the magnitude of the net 
changes under the Proposed Action in the long term. 
 
Quantifying any changes in real estate values is challenging for a 
variety of reasons. The Draft EIS/EIR, on p. 3.15-36 discusses 
this issue: "Dam removal could also potentially increase the value 
of property near and adjacent to the Klamath River downstream 
from Iron Gate Dam due to improved water quality and more 
robust runs of anadromous fish. The net value of the changes, 
and the time over which such changes might be observed in 
market prices, is uncertain. In concept, to evaluate impacts on 
real estate values, one would collect market sales data for 
different properties with different characteristics, which would 
include “view amenities.” This data would include market values 
for land that had reservoir views, river view, and no views. All 
else equal, the difference in the land values for properties with 
different amenities would represent the impacts on real estate 
values. This is a challenging exercise in thin markets, where the 
long-term value changes are not known, and where other 
exogenous factors affecting real estate markets may overwhelm 
the effects of dam removal." 
 
A hedonic analysis was not feasible due to the lack of detailed 
sales data.  However, a number of studies have examined 
property value issues associated with dam removal.  It is 
important to recognize that background conditions and trends in 
the property market study area do impact values outside of dam 
removal.  Forecasts and studies of changes in property values 
cannot be examined in a vacuum, but must incorporate previous 
and ongoing market trends.  Additionally, analysis of impacts to 
private property values following dam removal can vary greatly 
depending on the geographical location of the dams/private 
property and the size of the impoundment.  In addition, a number 
of other factors may impact property values in the impacted 
region after dam removal including: 
 

 Future ownership of reclaimed land following dam 
removal; 

No 
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 Future access to the river compared to lake access with 
the dams 

 Improved water quality following dam removal; 
 Restoration of formerly submerged land following dam 

removal; 
 Potential impacts on the water table and corresponding 

effects on nearby wells; and  
 Potential impacts on recreation resources including 

fishing, canoeing and kayaking. 
 
A number of studies have examined property value issues (.e.g., 
Provencher, B., Sarakinos, H., and Meyer, T., 2006. Does Small 
Dam Removal Affect Local Property Values? An Empirical 
Analysis. Agricultural and Applied Economics, Staff Paper Series 
No. 501. July, 2006). The majority of the studies of dam removal 
are focused on small dams.  Of the 500 dams removed in the last 
100 years in the United States, the great majority have been 
small dams.  A small dam is defined as a dam for which the 
removal decision and undertaking can be entirely handled by 
local entities.   
 
In some of the case studies it was feared that the value of 
adjacent properties would decline with the loss of the dam and 
loss of its associated impoundment.  However, residential 
properties located in the vicinity of a free-flowing stream or river 
may be more valuable than identical properties in the vicinity of a 
small impoundment.  Property values may decrease or remain 
static in the short term and may increase in the long term, as the 
stream and associated riparian zone matures to a “natural” free-
flowing state, or is managed as a desirable open space.   
 
In terms of the direct impacts to private property values, some 
studies reported increases in value following dam removal (i.e., 
Bohlen, Curtis and Lynne Y. Lewis. 2008. Examining the 
Economic Impacts of Hydropower Dams on Property Values 
using GIS. Journal of Environmental Management. July 2008; 
Born, Stephen M., Kenneth D. Genskow, Timothy L. Filbert, Nuria 
Hernandez-More, Mathew L. Keefer, Kimberly A. White. 1998. 
Socioeconomic and Institutional Dimensions of Dam Removals, 
The Wisconsin Experience. Environmental Management 22(3): 
359-370).  
 
Increases in value were generally related to improvements in 
water quality, removal of dam structures, and enhancement of 
the natural riparian environment. Other studies described private 
property values decreasing briefly and regaining value by the end  
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of two years (Kruse, S.A. and Astrid J. Scholz. 2006. Preliminary 
Economic Assessment of Dam Removal: The Klamath River. 
Published by Ecotrust).  
 
The extent to which these other studies are relevant for Klamath 
is limited due to differing conditions. 
 
The Landsford study employed a hedonic price approach to 
examine components of the recreational and aesthetic value of a 
lake in the central Texas chain called the "Highland Lakes." The 
study addressed the implicit recreational and aesthetic price 
placed on Lake Austin by homeowners living near it.  The study 
was based on data from 609 sales.  The dataset included 
detailed information on each sale.  Similar data was not readily 
available for Klamath property sales.   

   
AO_LT_1230_071-145 The economic analysis shows the total effects of the KBRA 

program, which would be implemented over a 15-year period. 
The impacts would vary year by year during 2012–2026 
proportionate to actual in-region expenditures. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-146 The table shows total jobs expected over a 15 year period, not 

annual jobs. A footnote will be added to the table that defines the 
use of jobs. This table is consistent with the use of the term "jobs" 
throughout Section 3.15. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-147 Tables 3.15-65 and 3.15-66 summarize positive and negative 

impacts of the Proposed Action.  Table 3.15-67 has been 
removed from the EIS/EIR. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-148 Section 3.16, Environmental Justice, provides data (Table 3.16-1, 

3.16-2, 3.16-5 and 3.16-7) to show that tribes are minority and 
low income within the area of analysis and subject to potential 
environmental justice effects. The methodology utilized in the 
environmental justice evaluation presented in Section 3.16.4.2 is 
described in Section 3.16.4.1 Effects Determination Methods. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-149 Section 3.16.3.1 compares the percentages of minority and low 

income populations within the counties of the Klamath Basin to 
the percentages in the relative states of California and Oregon. If 
the county percentages are lower than the states, the population 
is considered a minority or low income that could be 
disproportionately affected. For minority populations, this 
comparison is done in Table 3.16-1 and stated in text on p. 3.16-
3. For low income, this comparison is done in Table 3.16-3 and 
stated on p. 3.16-8. 

No 
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AO_LT_1230_071-150 The comment identified a minor error in the EIS/EIR. To be 
technically correct, we have revised the text in the EIS/EIR to 
read “The Klamath River Basin was once the third most 
productive salmon run on the U.S. west coast, exclusive of 
Alaska (Institute for Fisheries Resources and Pacific Coast 
Federation of Fishermen’s Associations 2006), a feature that 
native people ritually managed for thousands of years (Karuk 
Tribe 2010, as cited in DOI 2012a).” 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-151 The clause “particularly hydroelectric generation” has been 

deleted in the Final EIS/EIR. 
Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-152 The Salter 2003 report, the source of the information on willow 

shoots, is a white paper produced on behalf of the Karuk Tribe 
concerning the effect of Klamath Hydroelectric Project on 
traditional resource use and cultural practices.  This report 
includes anecdotal accounts by Karuk tribal members on the 
changing condition of basket making materials  Given that the 
Environmental Justice Section 3.16 is analyzing impacts to tribal 
members, first-hand accounts of tribal basket weavers on the 
condition of basket weaving materials seem an appropriate 
information source to include in the Affected Environment of the 
Environmental Justice Section 3.16.   
 
The Salter report provides context for the Current Effects 
Background Technical Report (DOI 2012a); both Salter 2003 and 
the Current Effects of Implementing the KHSA and KBRA on 
Indian Trust Resources and Cultural Values (DOI 2012a) 
document the perspective of the federally recognized tribes in the 
Klamath Basin.   
 
Quantifiable data on Project effects to water, aquatic, and 
terrestrial resources are found in Sections 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5.  
To clarify the process used to develop the Current Effects 
Background Technical Report and Potential Effects Background 
Technical Report language has been added to Section 3.12, as 
well as, Table 3.12-1 through Table 3.12-6. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-153 To reflect the suggestions made in this comment, text has been 

added to Section 3.16 on Klamath on dam effects to migrating 
fish. The text cites the following source; “A Study to Determine 
the Feasibility of Establishing Salmon and Steelhead in the Upper 
Klamath Basin” (1966) prepared by Oregon State Game 
Commission and Pacific Power and Light Company, available at 
http://www.fws.gov/yreka/HydroDocs/Fortune-etal-1966.pdf. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-154 In response to this comment, the following text has been added 

to the introduction to Section 3.16.3.2.  
Yes 
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As part of the study for the Current Effects Background Technical 
Report, government-to-government consultations were 
conducted  with the six basin tribes to solicit input from the tribal 
governments regarding their assessment of effects on Indian 
trust resources, tribal rights to take those resources, other 
resources traditionally used by tribes, and cultural values related 
to those resources and rights within the study area resulting from 
the current operations of the four PacifiCorp dams on the 
Klamath River.  The reader should note that inclusion of any 
claims and assertions put forth by these tribes does not 
necessarily imply that the U.S. government endorses those 
views. 
 
Three rounds of consultation meetings were held between the 
Cultural/Tribal Sub-team and each of the six tribal governments 
The purpose of the first consultation meetings (Round 1) was for 
the Sub-team to describe the process of the Current Effects 
Background Technical Report, elicit information about the 
histories and backgrounds of the tribes, and discuss how the 
dams might be currently affecting their resources and rights and 
related cultural values.  In response, the Yurok, Resighini, Karuk, 
and Klamath Tribes provided comprehensive background 
documents.  The Round 2 meetings were conducted to collect 
comments from the tribes concerning the Current Effects 
Background Technical Report and the potential effects of the 
Dams In Scenario and the Dams Out Scenario on their trust and 
other resources and rights.  In Round 3, the Sub-team sought 
comments from the tribes on the first draft of the Potential Effects 
Background Technical Report. 
 
Quantifiable data on Project effects to water, aquatic, and 
terrestrial resources are found in Sections 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5.  
To clarify the process used to develop the Current Effects 
Background Technical Report and Potential Effects Background 
Technical Report language has been added to Section 3.12, as 
well as, Table 3.12-1 through Table 3.12-6. 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-155 Master Response AQU-17 Expert Panel Second Line of Analysis, 

Not the only line of Evidence. 
 
Master Response AQU-28 FERC Conclusions for Disease. 
 
Contrary to the assertion that “uncertainty is very high on factors 
controlling disease polychaete host abundance and disease 
infection prevalence” in Bartholomew and Foott (2010) and on p. 
2 of Foott et al. (2011) the factors associated with determining a 
region of high infectivity to salmonid fishes are discussed as 
follows: 

No 
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"Disease occurs when the following parameters coincide: 
• microhabitats with low velocity, stable flows (high density 

polychaete habitat) 
• high numbers of spawning adult salmon (myxospore input) 
• temperatures above 15°C (increases rate of disease in fish)" 

 
Bartholomew and Foott (2010) state on p. 11 that slow flowing 
habitats such as runs and eddy-pools had the highest relative 
densities and frequency of occurrence of M. speciosa.  The 
restoration of variable flow conditions as a result of dam removal 
is expected to result in a dynamic flow regime that would 
decrease the stability of the microhabitats that support 
polychaete populations and thus decrease polychaete 
abundance in the infectious zone (Stocking and Bartholomew 
2007).   
 
Additionally, Bartholomew and Foott (2010) state that because 
the KRBA provides flexibility to manage flows to respond to real-
time climatic and biological conditions they expect that this would 
create variability in flows and resulting habitat conditions and 
reestablish natural instability and disturbance of microhabitats 
preferred by polychaetes (Bartholomew and Foott 2010; p. 21).  
As noted in the Draft EIS/EIR on p. 3.3-88 for Alternatives 2 and 
3, increased variability in flow management, and the restoration 
of a more natural sediment regime, would likely reduce the 
suitability of habitat conditions for M. speciosa, the invertebrate 
host for P. minibicornis and C. 74hasta.  The Draft EIS/EIR on p. 
3.3-88 has been revised to cite Stocking and Bartholomew (2007) 
and Bartholomew and Foott (2010) in this regard.   
 
In regard to the effects of spawner abundance on C. 74hasta, 
Bartholomew and Foott (2010) state on p. 12 that the spatial 
overlap of both hosts is a key factor in predicting where parasite 
abundance would be increased, and the formation of an infection 
nidus could be explained by a high concentration of spawning 
adult salmon [meaning carcasses] in the reach below the dam, 
which provides myxospores to infect the dense polychaete 
populations in the reach below.  
 
The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s additional analysis 
is that restoring access to reaches above Iron Gate Dam for 
anadromous fish would allow adult fall Chinook salmon to 
distribute over a greater length of the river, reducing crowding 
and the concentration of disease pathogens that currently occur 
in the reach between Iron Gate Dam and the Shasta River 
(Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 2007).  P. 3.3-88 of the 
Draft EIS/EIR, Alternative 2, Fish Disease and Parasites, has 
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been revised to add this text from the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission.  Alternatives 4 and 5 will likewise be revised.   
 
On p. 3.3-152 of the Draft EIS/EIR the section that read "a small 
proportion of spawning salmon produce the bulk of myxospores" 
has been replaced with ‘while the percentage of adult carcasses 
with myxospores (parasite stage that infects the polychaete host) 
is relatively low, there is a direct relationship between carcass 
number and quantity of myxospores in the system (Scott Foott, 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, pers. Comm.).   
 
The Draft EIS/EIR on p. 3.16-16, Resighini Rancheria, Effects of 
Dams – Water Quality, has been revised to state that ‘The stable 
flows and warm water on the Klamath River, especially between 
the Shasta River and Seiad, contain elevated levels of the 
parasites that carry the fish diseases Parvicapsula minibicornis 
and Ceratomyxa shasta…’.  
 
In regard to the citation regarding “California Department of Fish 
and Game 2004” and the 2002 fish kill, disease related 
mortalities of juvenile and adult salmonids have been 
documented in the Klamath River and major tributaries 
downstream from Iron Gate Dam in more recent years by the 
KFHAT (2005). 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-156 Text has been changed in Section 3.16, Environmental Justice, 

to reflect the text in the Current Effects Background Technical 
Report. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-157 This section states concerns represented by the tribes as 

collected through government to government consultation and 
documented in the Current Effects Background Technical 
Report.  Text has been added to the introduction discussing the 
source of information in this section.  Text has also been added 
that indicates NOAA Fisheries Service Biological Opinion sets 
flow requirements downstream from Iron Gate Dam and 
references Section 3.3 p. 3.3.42 and Table 3.3-4. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-158 This section states concerns represented by the tribes as 

collected through government to government consultation and 
documented in the Current Effects Background Technical 
Report.  Text has been added to the introduction discussing the 
source of information in this section.  

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-159 The Environmental Justice discussion in Section 3.16 of the Draft 

EIS/EIR was complete as required by Executive Order 12898.  
The Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) document is 

No 
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guidance on how to complete Environmental Justice evaluations 
for NEPA. Although not specified in Section 3.16, the 
Environmental Justice analysis does address the principles for 
considering Environmental Justice under NEPA stated in the 
CEQ guidance.   

   
AO_LT_1230_071-160 Text revised to clarify that water quality would continue to be 

degraded consistent with impact determinations in Section 3.2, 
Water Quality. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-161 The comment author refers to the Environmental Justice section 

(Section 3.16) of the Draft EIS/EIR. However, Section 3.3.4.1 of 
the Draft EIS/EIR provides a comprehensive analysis of potential 
effects on aquatic resources (including endangered suckers) 
resulting from the various alternatives considered. 
 
Additionally, The expert panel on resident fish (Buchanan et al. 
2011) provides an assessment of the potential effects of the 
Proposed Action on the listed suckers (p. 47-56). This information 
is incorporated into the Draft EIS/EIR.  
 
Buchanan et al. (2011a) finds that under Conditions without 
Dams and with the KBRA, water quality conditions in Upper 
Klamath Lake are likely to improve particularly in restored 
wetlands and open water areas adjacent to wetlands so that 
growth and survival of the suckers in Upper Klamath Lake 
increases. It is also anticipated that levels of parasitism and 
disease would be lower with better water quality because fish 
would have lower stress levels and stronger immune systems. 
Water quality has already improved in larval and juvenile sucker 
rearing areas with the reconnection of the Williamson River Delta 
where high quality Williamson River water mixes with Upper 
Klamath Lake water. With the reconnection of the Agency Lake 
Ranch, Barnes Ranch, and Wood River Wetlands additional 
emergent wetland and shallow shoreline habitat would 
immediately have better water quality because of the influence of 
mixing of high quality tributary inflows from Wood River and 
Sevenmile Creek. 
 
In summary, Buchanan et al. (2011a, p 76) concluded that the 
Proposed Action provides greater promise for preventing 
extinction of endangered suckers and for increasing overall 
population abundance and productivity. 
 
As stated, the comment provides no information that analysis is 
absent to support the conclusion that removal of these dams 
would aid in the recovery of suckers and is factually incorrect.  

No 
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AO_LT_1230_071-162 Section 3.15 summarizes effects to tribes and commercial fishing 
as a result of increased fish populations under the Proposed 
Action.  The Commercial Fishing Economics Technical Report 
describes the methodology applied to evaluate increases in 
commercial fishing activity and revenues. The Sociocultural/ 
Socioeconomics Effects Analysis Technical Report for each tribe 
discuss potential economic effects of increased fishing for 
commercial and subsistence purposes. All reports are available 
at klamathrestoration.gov.  
 
Text has been added to this paragraph that references 
Section 3.15 and the technical reports.  

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-163 Text has been revised in Section 3.16, Environmental Justice, to 

reflect the comment author’s suggestion. 
Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-164 The text of the EIS/EIR has been revised to address the 

comment. 
Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-165 The text of the EIS/EIR has been revised to address the 

comment. 
Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-166 Master Response WQ-4B Hydroelectric Project Impacts to Water 

Quality & Anticipated KHSA/KBRA Improvements.  
 
Master Response WQ-27 Nutrient Retention With Dams, Nutrient 
Release Without Dams, and Periphyton.  
 
Master Response WQ-6 Periphyton Growth and Fish Disease. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-167 Tables 3.20-2 and 3.20-3 present existing recreational 

opportunities in the Klamath Basin. These tables are not meant to 
analyze the suitability of substitute recreation opportunities. The 
analysis of the need for and location of substitute recreation 
opportunities in the region is presented in Draft EIS/EIR Section 
3.20.4.3.   
 

No 

AO_LT_1230_071-168 Master Response REC-1 Regional Recreation Resources. Yes 
   
AO_LT_1230_071-169 Master Response REC-1 Regional Recreation Resources.  

 
Master Response REC-3 Mitigation Measure REC-1.   

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-170 Please see Draft EIS/EIR p. 3.20-46 for an analysis of changes to 

whitewater boating at Hell’s Corner. The loss of whitewater 
boating in this reach would be significant and unavoidable. The 
pages referenced in the comment discuss impacts on flows in the 
Keno Reach and reaches downstream from Iron Gate Dam not 

No 
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the Hell’s Corner Reach. The text was clarified to make this 
discussion and analysis more obvious. Modeling showed 
negligible flow changes in the Keno Reach and downstream from 
Iron Gate Dam, and flow increases in J.C. Boyle and Copco 
bypass reaches.  
 
Data presented throughout Section 3.20 and in Appendix R 
discuss modeled changes in flow at different periods of the year 
in the J.C. Boyle and Copco 2 bypass reaches. 
 
Master Response RE-6 Chanel Flows Following Dam Removal. 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-171 Change has been made. 

 
Species-specific analysis is presented in the Section 3.15, 
Socioeconomics, and a reference to this analysis was added to 
Section 3.20, Recreation. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-172 The text of the EIS/EIR has been revised to address the 

comment. 
Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-173 As noted in Section 3.21.4.1 and in Figures 3.21-2 through 4 of 

the Draft EIS/EIR, the Environmental Data Resources (EDR) 
search that was completed along a 2 mile buffer in three 
corridors. The site noted by the comment author is within the area 
of analysis described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.21.1. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-174 The text of the EIS/EIR has been revised to address this 

comment. 
Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-175 Figure 3.21.-1 the Draft EIS/EIR has been revised to address this 

comment.  The author of this section rechecked with the School 
District and was informed that all of the schools are currently 
active.  Text regarding school status has not been changed.  

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-176 The paragraph states that “The Proposed Action would benefit 

county economies by increasing spending and providing 
temporary employment during the construction and mitigation 
period. The Proposed Action would contribute to increased sales 
and sales tax revenues by bringing workers into the region. 
Under the cumulative condition, the Proposed Action would not 
contribute to long-term employment, income, or output in the 
regional economy”  
 
This statement is true. Construction activities associated with 
dam removal would increase economic output, employment, and 
labor income during the construction period in Klamath and 
Siskiyou Counties. The increased economic output would only 

No 

Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR

Vol. III, 11.7-370 - December 2012



Comment Author Hemstreet, Tim 
Agency/Assoc. PacifiCorp Energy 
Submittal Date December 30, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

occur during construction (2020) and mitigation (2018-2025); 
there would be no long-term increases in economic output after 
the construction and mitigation period is over.  This is consistent 
with the Klamath Regional Economics Fact Sheet that shows 
the majority of the jobs created in Klamath and Siskiyou Counties 
would be short term with implementation of Full Facilities 
Removal.  

   
AO_LT_1230_071-177 Section 4.4.16 of Chapter 4 in the Draft EIS/EIR, p. 4-166 states 

that “The 2020 population projection for Siskiyou County is 
51,283, an increase of 4,174 from 2010 (Siskiyou County 
Community Development Department 2010).  The Siskiyou 
County General Plan (2010) states that based on current 
population and housing trends, there will be a need for an 
additional 720 new residential units in the county by the year 
2014 (Siskiyou County 2010).  The projections do not extend to 
2020; however, the Lead Agencies assume that there will still be 
some housing needs within the Siskiyou County. 
 
Klamath County’s population is expected to increase from 66,243 
in 2008 to 71,440 in 2020 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2008 
Community Survey; Klamath County Planning Department 2009).  
No housing estimates are available for the year 2020.  The 
Klamath Falls urban growth boundary is expected to experience 
the most growth of all urban areas in Klamath County over the 
next twenty years.  The forecasted range for the Klamath Falls 
urban growth boundary population in 2020 is 47,420 to 49,471, 
from 44,321 in 2007 (Klamath County Planning Department 
2009).” 
 
These population projections are independent of Reclamation’s 
Klamath Project and are projected to occur in the future without 
the project. A sentence has been added to the paragraph to refer 
the reader to Section 4.4.16, which explains these projections are 
independent of Reclamation’s Klamath Project.  

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-178 The figure isn’t meant to depict rate of removal.  The associated 

text states “Data from June through November during 2000-2005 
indicate that the largest relative decrease in mean Total 
Suspended Solids (TSS) in the upper Klamath River occurs 
between Link River Dam and Keno Dam (Figure C-7, Raymond 
2008), where mean values dropped from approximately 14 mg/L 
at Link River at Klamath Falls (RM 253.1) to near 8 mg/L at Keno 
Dam (RM 233.0).”  The caption in the figure indicates that the 
data was collected from various sites in the Klamath River.  The 
comment does not indicate how changing the x-axis label to 
“Station RM” from “River Mile” would provide additional clarity.  
No change made.   

No 
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AO_LT_1230_071-179 Change made with slight revisions: “a relatively small (3.4 
percent) fraction of total inorganic sediment supplied to the 
Klamath River on an annual basis originates from the upper and 
middle Klamath River (i.e., from Keno Dam to the Shasta River) 
(Stillwater Sciences 2010)…” 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-180 The statements are not contradictory, but they do recognize that 

the general trend of decreasing suspended materials through the 
Hydroelectric Reach to the river immediately downstream from 
Iron gate Dam can be interrupted by periodic seasonal algal 
blooms that are transported from Copco 1 and Iron Gate 
Reservoirs into the Klamath River. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-181 The fraction of the annual sediment load that is from ’natural 

erosion processes’ (that we infer to be background sources) is 
only estimated for areas where TMDL sediment source studies 
have been conducted. It has been estimated for Trinity River and 
Scott River, but it is unknown what that load is as a fraction of the 
total load in the Klamath River. The most relevant metric for 
inclusion in the EIR/EIS is the current sediment load (not the 
fraction of the load that is background). Thus, we have revised 
the text in the final EIR to read: “Mass wasting, bank erosion, and 
other natural erosion processes contribute a large but currently 
unknown portion of the total fine sediment supply to the lower 
Klamath River, along with management activities such as timber 
harvest and road construction along tributaries (United States 
Forest Service 2004, Stillwater Sciences 2010).” 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-182 The phrase “appears to have been” has been changed to “may 

have been”.  Additionally, revisions to Section 3.4 have been 
made to clarify that riverine conditions can support accumulations 
of blue-green algae (for specific text edits, see responses to 
comments made on this subject in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4). 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-183 Comment noted.  The following sentence has been added to 

Draft EIS/EIR Section C.3.1.3:  “The high variability in the 
historical TP data is likely due to the varying sample size at each 
location, with some locations experiencing many fewer samples 
over the roughly 50-year data collection period (including some 
data points prior to the construction of Iron Gate Dam in 1962).” 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-184 Draft EIS/EIR Figures C-12 and C-13 depict data from Asarian et 

al. (2010) that show the extent of nutrient reduction. Numerous 
PacifiCorp reports have been cited in Appendix C and Section 
3.2 of the Public Draft EIS/EIR, which include nutrient 
concentrations in the Project reservoirs and, where available, at 
river locations.  The Draft EIS/EIR is clear that the two largest 
Project reservoirs (Copco 1 and Iron Gate Reservoirs) retain 

No 

Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR

Vol. III, 11.7-372 - December 2012



Comment Author Hemstreet, Tim 
Agency/Assoc. PacifiCorp Energy 
Submittal Date December 30, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

nutrients on an annual basis.  Nutrient model results from the 
FERC record are not available in a format that is easily 
presentable (i.e., longitudinal trends by station or over time) in the 
EIS/EIR and the comment does not state how additional work to 
present this information in a concise manner would alter the 
analysis conducted for the EIS/EIR or would change any effects 
determinations.    

   
AO_LT_1230_071-185 The referenced sentence states that TP concentrations 

downstream from Iron Gate Dam “during August-November” are 
an exception to the general downward trend in nutrients with 
distance downstream in the Klamath River, not that TP 
concentrations are an exception. No change is required. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-186 As presented in the Draft EIS/EIR, the available information 

indicates that the reservoirs retain nutrients on an annual basis, 
but can release TP on a seasonal basis.  Understanding the 
annual and seasonal nutrient dynamics is important for 
anticipating effects of the Project alternatives on water quality.  
The comment doesn’t indicate why the net source/sink is the 
“more important issue” for the EIS/EIR analyses nor does it 
explain why ignoring the potential seasonal effects is a good 
idea.  Lastly, in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4.3.2.3 Nutrients – 
Lower Klamath Basin, the results of an empirical analysis by 
Asarian et al. (2010) clearly indicate that dam removal would 
increase nutrient transport to the lower Klamath River, offering 
further support for the idea that the dams are overall (annual) 
nutrient traps.  No change is required. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-187 The comment is incorrect.  As shown in Figure C-12, in three of 

four years (2005-2008), TP concentrations immediately 
downstream from Iron Gate Dam (green triangles) exceed 
concentrations in the river upstream of Copco 1 Reservoirs (blue 
X’s) during the growth season i.e., September/October).  No 
change is required. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-188 As shown in Figure C-12, in three of four years (2005-2008), TP 

concentrations immediately downstream from Iron Gate Dam 
(green triangles) exceed concentrations in the river upstream of 
Copco 1 Reservoirs (blue X’s) during the growth season i.e., 
September/ October). The comment that “Peak late summer and 
fall loads conveyed downstream by the Klamath River are 
effectively shifted to mid-late fall, which is out of the peak primary 
production periods due to shorter day length in that period” is not 
a compelling argument since there are numerous documented 
instances of large nuisance and/or noxious blue green algae 
blooms that occur in the reservoirs during the mid-late fall (i.e., 
October, November), even though this timeframe is “out of the 
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peak primary production period” as indicated in the comment.  No 
change is required. 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-189 The referenced text has been revised as follows:  “Although there 

are limited data during winter months when the reservoirs are 
mixed, concentrations of orthophosphate appear to be more 
constant throughout the water column, while in stratified periods 
(i.e., May–October/November) concentrations near the bottom of 
the reservoirs can reach relatively high levels.  For example, 
orthophosphate concentrations in the bottom waters of Copco 1 
Reservoir reached 1.4 mg/L in September and October of 2008 
and 2009, while surface water concentrations were approximately 
0.2-0.3 mg/L (see Figure 26 in Raymond [2009] and Figure 22 in 
Raymond [2010]). Orthophosphorus concentrations in Iron Gate 
Reservoir during this same period exhibited less of a vertical 
gradient (< 0.1 mg/L), although there were slightly greater 
concentrations near the bottom sediments (see Figure 26 in 
Raymond 2009 and Figure 25 in Raymond 2010).” 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-190 The statement “and introducing the potential for episodic in-

reservoir toxicity events depending upon reservoir mixing 
conditions” has been deleted. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-191 We assume that the comment refers to periphyton growth 

downstream from Iron Gate Dam.  Draft EIS/EIR Section C.3.1.4 
states the following:  “Data presented in Asarian et al. (2009) 
suggest that much of the TP released from Copco 1 and Iron 
Gate Reservoir sediments during summertime anoxia remains in 
the hypolimnion until the reservoirs begin to turn over in the fall, 
rather than being released to downstream river reaches during 
the summer period of peak periphyton growth.  However, in many 
years total phosphorus (TP) concentrations during August 
through October have been observed to be higher downstream 
from Iron Gate Dam than upstream of Copco 1 Reservoir 
corresponding to peak in-reservoir algal blooms and indicating 
that some release of TP can occur at times that downstream 
periphyton growth downstream may be stimulated.”   
 
Additionally, the Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.4.3.2 analysis of the 
effects of increased nutrients on periphyton growth in the 
Klamath River downstream from Iron Gate Dam under the 
Proposed Action indicates the following: “Because of these many 
competing factors, some that may favor enhanced periphyton 
growth downstream from Iron Gate Dam (i.e., increased nutrients 
transport), and some that counteract this response (increased 
uptake of nutrients by periphyton in the Hydroelectric Reach, 
increased frequency and intensity of scouring events, decreasing 
nutrient concentrations due to TMDL implementation and KBRA 
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nutrient reduction programs [see KBRA discussion below]), it is 
likely that increases in periphyton growth below Iron Gate Dam 
would be less than significant.”  

   
AO_LT_1230_071-192 There was more than one sentence in the prior section indicating 

that the reservoirs serve as TP and TN sinks on an annual basis.  
To provide further clarity, the following sentences (which were 
already included in some form in the prior section) have been 
revised.  

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-193 There is no conflict, since the Asarian et al. (2010) analysis 

describes negative retention (i.e., possible nutrient additions) in 
the lower reaches of the Klamath River, which is a loading issue 
and is tied to flows, while the referenced statements about 
“levels” refer to nutrient concentrations, which can increase even 
if loading decreases.  The terminology in the referenced sections 
has been clarified to distinguish between loading calculations and 
concentrations. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-194 The objective has been clarified as an “instantaneous minimum 

concentration” in the text and the table caption.  The 2004-2006 
analysis was conducted by NCRWQCB for development of the 
Klamath River TMDL and represents a large number of data 
points for the Klamath River downstream from Iron Gate Dam.  
As stated in footnote no. 1 to Table C-2, “Dissolved oxygen 
measurements were collected at 30-minute increments for a total 
of forty-eight daily measurements.”  

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-195 Prior to the 2010 Basin Plan amendment that revised the 

dissolved oxygen criterion based on reach-specific percent 
saturation and typical ambient water temperatures, dissolved 
oxygen monitoring data in the Klamath River were typically 
reported using concentration units.  The 2010 amendment 
decreased the minimum dissolved oxygen criteria for 
summer/early fall months when water temperatures are warmest 
and dissolved oxygen is naturally lower in the water column.  
Rather than retroactively assign compliance or noncompliance to 
data collected prior to the new amended criteria, the Draft 
EIS/EIR compares pre-2010 data to the pre-2010 criterion and 
2010 (and later) data to the 2010 amended criteria. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-196 This data is reported in Draft EIS/EIR Appendix C, Section 

C.5.1.3 Link River Dam to Klamath River upstream of J.C. Boyle 
Reservoir.  As the section is clearly marked as “upstream of J.C. 
Boyle Reservoir”, there is no reason to clarify that pH levels are 
not influenced by Reclamation’s Klamath Project. 

No 
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AO_LT_1230_071-197 Draft EIS/EIR Figure C-20 is taken directly from the Karuk Tribe 
report cited in the caption (Karuk Tribe of California 2007).  The 
comment is accurate regarding the correct way to calculate the 
average pH of a data set.  However, the narrative discussion of 
the data in Figure C-20 references only the daily maximum and 
minimum values (i.e., the mean values presented in the figure are 
not discussed).  The requested change would make the figure 
more technically accurate; however, since the reported mean 
values are not analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR, the level of effort 
required is beyond the scope of the EIS/EIR analysis.   

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-198 Stating that the Hydroelectric Reach has little net effect on 

median chlorophyll-a values based on the data presented in 
Figure C-28 is misleading.  The statement ignores the evidence 
that the decreasing trend in riverine chlorophyll-a starting at Link 
River Dam and moving downstream is interrupted by large 
summer and fall blooms of blue-green algae in Copco 1 and Iron 
Gate Reservoirs, which increase chlorophyll-a concentrations. 
Thus, the “net effect” of the Hydroelectric Reach is to shift the 
location in the river at which median seasonal chlorophyll-a 
concentrations decrease to less than or equal to 10 ug/L, from 
approximately RM 228 to RM 179, or a downstream shift of 
approximately 50 miles. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-199 Stating that the Hydroelectric Reach has little net effect on 

median chlorophyll-a values based on the data presented in 
Figure C-28 is misleading.  The statement ignores the evidence 
that the decreasing trend in riverine chlorophyll-a starting at Link 
River Dam and moving downstream is interrupted by large 
summer and fall blooms of blue-green algae in Copco 1 and Iron 
Gate Reservoirs, which increase chlorophyll-a concentrations. 
Thus, the “net effect” of the Hydroelectric Reach is to shift the 
location in the river at which median seasonal chlorophyll-a 
concentrations decrease to less than or equal to 10 ug/L, from 
approximately RM 228 to RM 179, or a downstream shift of 
approximately 50 miles. 
 
While water quality (e.g., chlorophyll-a concentrations) just 
upstream of Copco 1 Reservoir may exhibit greater variability due 
to hydropower peaking activities, existing conditions data for 
algal-derived (organic) suspended materials indicate that algal 
blooms originating in Upper Klamath Lake largely settle out of the 
water column in the Keno Impoundment (i.e., upstream of the 
Project reservoirs) (Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.3.3,p. 3.2-23 to 3.2-
24, and [Appendix] Sections C.2.1.3 and C.2.1.4, p. C-12 to C-
15). Further decreases in concentrations of algal-derived 
(organic) suspended materials can occur downstream from Keno 
Dam, which may be due to the mechanical breakdown and 
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settling of algal remains in the turbulent river reaches between 
Keno Dam and Copco 1 Reservoir, as well as by dilution from the 
springs downstream from J.C. Boyle Dam.  Overall, median 
chlorophyll-a concentrations have decreased to roughly 3 ug/L by 
the time they are in J.C. Boyle Reservoir and the bypass and 
peaking reaches (based on 2005-2007data, see Figure C-28). 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-200 Draft EIS/EIR, Appendix C, Figure C-32 is a box and whisker plot 

that shows a distribution of data at each station.  While it does 
show general longitudinal trends in microcystin concentrations at 
several locations in the Klamath River during 2009, this figure is 
not designed to illustrate how many individual exceedances of 
WHO guidelines have occurred in the Klamath River downstream 
from Iron Gate Dam.  Draft EIS/EIR Figure C-30 is more 
informative in that regard.  The microcystin figures provided in the 
Draft EIS/EIR are adequate for the purpose(s) for which they are 
used. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-201 The portion of the sentence “indicating that M. aeruginosa was 

being transported into the estuary from upstream reservoir 
blooms” has been deleted.  Additionally, revisions to Section 3.4 
have been made to clarify that riverine conditions can support 
accumulations of blue-green algae (for specific text edits, see 
responses to comments made on this subject in EIS/EIR 
Section 3.4). 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-202 A significant 5-year effort was employed by the NCRWQCB in 

collaboration with PacifiCorp and working jointly with USEPA 
Region’s 9 and 10, Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, 
and USEPA’s contractor TetraTech on the modeling work for the 
TMDL. That work was subject to extensive peer review and public 
comment before the NCRWQCB adoption. It was further 
reviewed and subject to additional public comment before 
approved unanimously by the SWRCB. It was then subsequently 
reviewed and approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency. Along with the KRWQM developed by PacifiCorp for the 
FERC process, the Klamath River TMDL model represents best 
available science and therefore meets the requirements for 
NEPA and CEQA.   

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-203 The without Iron Gate, Copco 1, and J.C. Boyle Dams scenarios 

(WIGCJCB) were utilized. This has been added to the table and 
footnotes. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-204 Removed footnotes 4 and 6 for KRWQM and added TMDL years 

to ‘existing conditions’ for flows. Note that “Analysis year(s)” is 
already presented as a separate row and years are given for both 
models. 

Yes 
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AO_LT_1230_071-205 The list referenced in the comment is not a list comparing major 
differences between the KRWQM and the Klamath TMDL model. 
Rather, as stated, it is a list comparing major differences between 
the existing numeric models and the conditions considered for 
the Klamath Facilities Removal EIS/EIR water quality analysis. In 
other words, the point of the list in Appendix D is to disclose 
instances where the existing models simulate conditions that are 
not directly analogous to the conditions anticipated under 
Reclamation’s Klamath Project alternatives. While there are 
certainly differences between KRWQM and the TMDL model, the 
comment does not clarify how these differences would affect the 
analysis of potential effects of the alternatives on water quality, 
particularly since results of both the KRWQM and the Klamath 
TMDL model results are considered as part of the water quality 
analyses where possible. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-206 This comment appears to be directed at the following document 

cited in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3 (p. 3.3-96 and 3.3-101): ”Water 
Quality Subgroup 2011. Assessment of long term water quality 
changes for the Klamath River basin resulting from KHSA, KBRA, 
and TMDL and NPS reduction programs.”  The premise of the 
comment is faulty.  The referenced document does not “assume 
that the TMDLs are reasonably certain to be achieved.”  On the 
contrary, p. 11 of the referenced document states “Under the No 
Action alternative, the State water quality agencies would 
continue working with entities responsible for TMDL allocations, 
as well as other stakeholders, developing and implementing 
projects to progress towards meeting water quality objectives and 
TMDL targets; these target may or may not be achieved by 
2062.” Additionally, with respect to the Proposed Action, the 
referenced document states the following on p. 11 and 12: 
“Under the Proposed Action, dam removal is expected to result in 
significant temperature, dissolved oxygen and cyanobacteria 
improvements; and nutrients and organic matter reductions are 
expected to be accelerated, relative to those achieved under a no 
action (dams in) scenario. As such, improvements to water 
quality have greater likelihood of approaching the TMDL targets 
by the end of the analysis period (i.e., 2062).”  
 
The remaining aspects of this comment (i.e., references to the 
Expert Panel reports and PacifiCorp general issues with the 
Klamath River TMDL models) are addressed in numerous other 
responses to PacifiCorp comments on the Draft EIS/EIR.  
 
A response to the last sentence in the comment is not required 
under CEQA or NEPA because the comment does not raise a 
significant environmental issue (CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15088; NEPA Regulations 40 CFR Part 1503.4). Many comment 
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authors expressed personal opinions, histories or experiences 
which are not appropriately addressed as part of the 
NEPA/CEQA process. This comment will be included as part of 
the record and made available to decision makers prior to a final 
decision on the Proposed Action. 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-207 This comment appears to be directed at the following document 

cited in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3 (p. 3.3-96 and 3.3-101):  ”Water 
Quality Subgroup 2011. Assessment of long term water quality 
changes for the Klamath River basin resulting from KHSA, KBRA, 
and TMDL and NPS reduction programs.”   The Draft EIS/EIR 
addresses the multiple water quality, fisheries, and algae points 
raised in the comment in Sections 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-208 This comment appears to be directed at the following document 

cited in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3 (p. 3.3-96):” Water Quality 
Subgroup 2011. Assessment of long term water quality changes 
for the Klamath River basin resulting from KHSA, KBRA, and 
TMDL and NPS reduction programs.”   The PacifiCorp (2011b) 
report was not available in time for it to be incorporated into the 
Water Quality Subgroup (2011) document.  The Water Quality 
Subgroup (2011) document is final.  
 
Further, the technical points raised in this comment are 
addressed in other responses to PacifiCorp comments that are 
focused on the Draft EIS/EIR text regarding IM 3 and IM 5 
(AO_LT_1230_071-48, AO_LT_1230_071-71). 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-209 This comment appears to be directed at the following document 

cited in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3 (p. 3.3-96):” Water Quality 
Subgroup 2011. Assessment of long term water quality changes 
for the Klamath River basin resulting from KHSA, KBRA, and 
TMDL and NPS reduction programs.”   The PacifiCorp (2011b) 
report was not available in time for it to be incorporated into the 
Water Quality Subgroup (2011) document.  The Water Quality 
Subgroup (2011) document is final.  
 
Further, the technical points raised in this comment are 
addressed in other responses to PacifiCorp comments that are 
focused on the Draft EIS/EIR text regarding IM 3 and IM 5 
(AO_LT_1230_071-48, AO_LT_1230_071-71). 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-210 Concern 1 Barth. and Foot (2010) Disease Report 2.  This 

comment concerns the Bartholomew and Foott (2010) report only 
and, as such, a response to this comment is not required under 
CEQA or NEPA because the comment does not raise a 
significant environmental issue (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088; 
NEPA Regulations 40 CFR §1503.4). Many comment authors 

Yes 
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expressed personal opinions, histories or experiences which are 
not appropriately addressed as part of the NEPA/CEQA process. 
This comment will be included as part of the record and made 
available to decision makers prior to a final decision on the 
Proposed Action. The Lead Agencies have complied with NEPA 
and CEQA at all stages of the process, and gave the public the 
opportunity to provide input. 
 
Concern 2 Barth. and Foott (2010) Disease 14:  The comment 
correctly cites the Bartholomew and Foott (2010) discussion that 
“Chinook and coho salmon originating from areas above or within 
the infectious zone appear to be more resistant than Trinity River 
Hatchery stocks. This suggests that fish migrating longer 
distances in the mainstem river are subject to greater selection 
pressure by the parasite.”  However, as noted in the preceding 
sentence in Bartholomew and Foott (2010), while “differences in 
susceptibilities of Klamath River stocks of both species have also 
been examined …data is not comprehensive.”  Without more 
comprehensive information definitive conclusions are not 
possible regarding disease mortality to fish migrating longer 
distances in the Klamath River.  
 
The Fish Disease and Parasites sections of the EIS/EIR have 
been revised to add the following: Under a scenario of potential 
dam removal, it is likely that a greater diversity of salmon life 
histories will evolve, with some of those types more likely to avoid 
parasite exposure by migrating earlier or over wintering in 
tributaries and migrating in the fall (Bartholomew and Foott 2010; 
p. 40) (Alternative 2). Access to the habitat above Iron Gate Dam 
through other means such as fishways would likely have a similar 
outcome (added to Alternatives 4 and 5). 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-211 Removal of Project dams would increase mid-sized (gravel) 

sediment transport through the reach directly below Iron Gate 
Dam (RM 190.8) (Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 2007). 
As noted on p. 3.3-84 of the Draft EIS/EIR, estimates show that 
under the Proposed Action, sediment mobilization flows from 
Bogus Creek (RM 190.2) to Willow Creek (RM 185.5) and from 
Willow Creek to Cottonwood Creek (RM 182.5) would range from 
3,000 to 7,000 cfs (1.5 to 2.5 year return period) and 5,000 to 
9,000 cfs (1.5 to 3.2 year return period), respectively, lower than 
existing conditions or the No Action/No Project Alternative. 
 
We acknowledge that the eight miles of channel that would have 
an increased mobility of gravel and cobble is upstream of the 
portion of the Klamath River channel with the highest polychaete 
population near Cottonwood Creek.  However, actinospores from 
this 8-mile portion of the Klamath River channel pass 
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downstream and infect juvenile salmon in the current infectious 
zone for juvenile salmon, Shasta R. to Seiad (RM 130 ) 
(Bartholomew and Foott 2010).  In addition, while the area of 
significant sediment release and resupply under the dams out 
Alternatives is just above Cottonwood Creek, bedload sediment 
transport rates would increase downstream from this point as well 
(Blair Greimann, BOR, pers. comm.).  Since the construction of 
the lower four PacifiCorp Dams, there has been approximately 
3.6 million tons of deposition within these reservoirs. The deposit 
is approximately 15% sand and 85% silt and clay (Reclamation, 
2012d). The sand portion of this deposit would have been 
transported through the downstream reaches had not the dams 
been in place. After dam removal, this natural sediment supply of 
sand, silt, and clay would be restored to the reaches downstream 
from Iron Gate Dam and also to all the reaches downstream. This 
increased movement and transport of sediment (sand, silt, and 
clay) would disrupt polychaete habitat from the current location of 
Iron Gate Dam to downstream from Shasta River. The Draft 
EIS/EIR on p. 3.3-87, Alternative 2, section on Fish Disease and 
Parasites has been revised to explain this.   
 
The FERC (2007) concluded that restoring natural sediment 
transport processes would likely contribute to the scour of 
attached algae downstream from the current site of Iron Gate 
Dam, and deposited gravel and sand would provide a less 
favorable substrate for attached algae because of its greater 
mobility during high flow events than the existing armored 
substrate. The reduction in attached algae would provide less 
habitat for the polychaete intermediate host of C. shasta and P. 
minibicornis, which should reduce the infection rate of juvenile 
salmonids downstream from Iron Gate Dam. (Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission 2007, p3-314). 
 
The Chinook Expert Panel assessment indicated that dams out 
plus KBRA implementation (Alternative 2 or 3) offers greater 
potential than the Current Conditions in improving conditions for 
disease, (Goodman et al. 2011; p. 12). 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-212 The Bartholomew and Foott (2010) information was considered in 

the NEPA analysis and that analysis for each alternative has 
considered the requested information.  As noted in the Draft 
EIS/EIR, Section 3.3.4.3 (Fish Disease and Parasites), for 
Alternatives 2 and 3, reduction in planktonic food sources, 
increased variability in flows, and the restoration of a more 
natural sediment regime and mobile bed, would likely reduce the 
suitability of habitat conditions for M. speciosa, the invertebrate  
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host for P. minibicornis and C. shasta. The Draft EIS/EIR on p. 
3.3-88 has been revised to cite Bartholomew and Foott (2010) in 
this regard.   
 
While overall, physical polychaete habitat in Reclamation’s 
Klamath Project area would increase with the return of reservoirs 
to a riverine environment, the extent of suitable habitat is not 
likely to be as extensive in the current infectious zone because of 
the steeper gradient in the area bounded by the projects 
(Bartholomew and Foott (2010). In addition, because the KRBA 
provides flexibility to manage flows to respond to real-time 
climatic and biological conditions it is expected that this would 
create variability in flows and resulting habitat conditions and 
reestablish natural instability and disturbance of microhabitats 
preferred by polychaetes (Bartholomew and Foott (2010). The 
Draft EIS/EIR on p. 3.3-88 has additionally been revised to cite 
Bartholomew and Foott (2010) in regard to these points as well.  
 
Finally, the Draft EIS/EIR has been revised to include the 
following:  
 
‘Restoration of the hydrologic function of the river system is 
paramount to creating habitat diversity and maintaining 
biophysical attributes of a river system (Stanford et al. 1996; Poff 
et al. 1997). Although implementation of Alternative 2 or 3 would 
not fully restore the natural hydrologic regime of the Klamath 
River, it would result in a flow pattern that mimics pre dam 
conditions, having greater intra- and inter-annual variability than 
exists today with the Klamath Dams in place (Hetrick et al. 2009). 
Implementation of the KBRA would provide flexibility to manage 
flows that respond to real-time climatic and biological conditions, 
thereby enhancing the diversity in flow and water temperature.  
Restoring these dynamic conditions in the Klamath River would 
create instability and disturbance in microhabitat conditions that 
we expect would reduce polychaete populations (Stocking and 
Bartholomew 2007) and presumably, reduce infection rates within 
polychaete populations (Hetrick et al. 2009).’  
 
In addition, we anticipate that the higher flows modeled under the 
KBRA during the late winter and spring months, when combined 
with tributary accretions below Keno Dam that are currently being 
regulated by PacifiCorp Project Dams, would increase the 
frequency of flows that mobilize sediment (Hetrick et al. 2009). 
The increases in sediment mobilization events are anticipated to 
have a positive effect on the aquatic environment.  These 
benefits include decreasing the retention and stability of fines and 
the associated establishment of excessive aquatic vegetation,  
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which is anticipated to adversely affect microhabitats occupied by 
polychaete worms (Manayunkia speciosa).  
 
As noted in the Draft EIS/EIR on p. 3.3-148 and 3.3-173, under 
Alternatives 4 and 5, disease impacts would be intermediate to 
those associated with Alternative 1 and Alternatives 2 (and 3).  

   
AO_LT_1230_071-213 The comment correctly cites the consideration of Bartholomew 

and Foott (2010) that earlier warming would likely result in earlier 
reproductive activity of the polychaete and more rapid 
colonization. Bartholomew and Foott (2010) did not conclude that 
earlier warming associated with dam removal would result in a 
longer exposure time for juvenile migrants as well as increased 
mortality due to higher stream temperatures. In this regard, the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (2007) concluded that 
more rapid cooling of river temperatures in the fall with 
Reclamation’s Klamath Project dams removed may also allow for 
fall Chinook salmon spawning earlier in the fall. This, in turn, 
would likely result in earlier emergence and growth, and 
encourage earlier emigration.  
 
Bartholow et al. (2005) also suggest that earlier warming of the 
river system could trigger juvenile salmonids to outmigrate earlier. 
This is consistent with findings that accumulated temperature 
units are more important predictors of migration of juvenile 
Chinook salmon than flow or photoperiod (Sykes et al. 2009).  A 
predicted earlier outmigration in response to elevated water 
temperatures in the spring is also supported by a vast body of 
literature relating to increased growth rates and thermal response 
of emigrating salmonids (Hoar 1988).   
 
In addition, a slight increase in the rate at which water 
temperatures increase in the spring would be likely to improve 
the growth rates of newly emerged fall Chinook salmon fry (FERC 
2007). Earlier emigration and improved growth would likely mean 
most outmgrants would avoid periods of high infection of juvenile 
salmon. 
 
The FERC (2007) also concluded that average and daily 
maximum water temperatures would increase to stressful levels 
earlier in the summer than currently occurs. The increase in 
average and maximum daily temperatures, however, may be 
compensated for by lower temperatures at night, which the NRC 
(2004) concludes may allow rearing fish to move out of 
temperature refugia to forage at night, allowing growth to occur 
even when ambient temperatures are above optimal (FERC 
2007). 
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Under a scenario of potential dam removal, it is likely that a 
greater diversity of salmon life histories would evolve, with some 
of those types more likely to avoid parasite exposure by migrating 
earlier or over wintering in tributaries and migrating in the fall 
(Bartholomew and Foott 2010; p. 40). 

AO_LT_1230_071-214 The comment correctly cites Bartholomew and Foott (2010).  The 
EIS/EIR has taken into consideration the following information in 
responding to this comment: 

 A lower infectious dose may be important for those fish 
migrating further distances upriver, and which might be 
more vulnerable to the effects of disease.  Adults become 
infected as they come out of the estuary (Scott Foott, 
USFWS, pers. comm.).  If these fish pass through the 
current infectious zone, their infectious load may be 
increased.  Conversely, in the absence of an infectious 
zone, the infectious dose for migrating fish would 
probably be lower.  However, no data currently exist to 
definitively confirm this or, more importantly, its potential 
contribution to disease in the Klamath River and the 
relative distance that adult salmon migrate.   

 
The Fish Disease and Parasites sections of the EIS/EIR have 
been revised to add the following: Under a scenario of potential 
dam removal, it is likely that a greater diversity of salmon life 
histories will evolve, with some of those types more likely to avoid 
parasite exposure by migrating earlier or over wintering in 
tributaries and migrating in the fall (Bartholomew and Foott 2010; 
p. 40) (Alternative 2). Access to the habitat above Iron Gate Dam 
through other means such as fishways would likely have a similar 
outcome (added to Alternatives 4 and 5). 
 

Yes 

AO_LT_1230_071-215 The comment correctly cites Bartholomew and Foott 2010.  The 
EIS/EIR has taken into consideration the following information in 
responding to this comment: 
 

 A lower infectious dose may be important for those fish 
migrating further distances, and which might be more 
vulnerable to the effects of disease.  If these fish pass 
through the current infectious zone, their infectious load 
may be increased.  However, no data currently exist to 
definitively confirm this or, more importantly, its potential 
contribution to disease in the Klamath River.  Conversely, 
in the absence of an infectious zone, the infectious dose 
for migrating fish would probably be lower.  Further, while 
it is possible that salmonid life history Type I Chinook 
juveniles may be migrating through this zone throughout 
the period when temperatures are high, other life 
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histories, such as Type II or Type III Chinook would likely 
avoid parasite exposure by migrating earlier or over 
wintering in tributaries or Upper Klamath Lake and 
migrating in the fall. 
 

 The Frequency of disruptive flows projected for post-dam 
conditions should decrease the stability of polychaete 
populations in the current infectious zone (Foott et al. 
2011).  The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(2007) concluded that restoring natural sediment 
transport processes would likely contribute to the scour of 
attached algae downstream from the current site of Iron 
Gate Dam, and deposited gravel and sand would provide 
a less favorable substrate for attached algae because of 
its greater mobility during high flow events than the 
existing armored substrate. The reduction in attached 
algae would provide less habitat for the polychaete 
intermediate host of C. shasta and P. minibicornis, which 
should reduce the infection rate of juvenile salmonids 
downstream from Iron Gate Dam (Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission 2007, p3-314). The Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission’s analysis concluded that 
restoring access to reaches above Iron Gate Dam for 
anadromous fish would allow adult fall-run Chinook 
salmon to distribute over a greater length of the river, 
reducing crowding and the concentration of disease 
pathogens that currently occur in the reach between Iron 
Gate Dam and the Shasta River (FERC 2007).   
 

 Under Alternatives 4 and 5, dispersal of spawners would 
thus contribute to improved conditions for disease.  The 
Fish Disease and Parasites sections of the EIS/EIR have 
been revised to clarify that under Alternatives 4 and 5, 
disease impacts would be diminished but occur at some 
level relative to the current condition. 
 

 The Fish Disease and Parasites sections of the EIS/EIR 
have been revised to add the following: Under a scenario 
of potential dam removal, it is likely that a greater 
diversity of salmon life histories will evolve, with some of 
those types more likely to avoid parasite exposure by 
migrating earlier or over wintering in tributaries and 
migrating in the fall (Bartholomew and Foott 2010; page 
40) (Alternative 2). Access to the habitat above Iron Gate 
Dam through other means such as fishways would likely 
have a similar outcome (added to Alternatives 4 and 5) 
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 The Fish Disease and Parasites sections of the EIS/EIR have 
been revised to add the following: Under a scenario of potential 
dam removal, it is likely that a greater diversity of salmon life 
histories would evolve, with some of those types more likely to 
avoid parasite exposure by migrating earlier or over wintering in 
tributaries and migrating in the fall (Bartholomew and Foott 2010; 
page 40) (Alternative 2). Access to the habitat above Iron Gate 
Dam through other means such as fishways would likely have a 
similar outcome (added to Alternatives 4 and 5). 
 

 

AO_LT_1230_071-216 The statement referenced in this comment is found on p. 44 of 
Bartholomew and Foott 2010, not p. 44. 
 
The comment correctly cites Bartholomew and Foott 2010 and 
requests the inclusion of these observations in the Final EIS/EIR. 
These statements have been considered in the analysis of Fish 
Disease and Parasites under the Alternatives and the EIS/EIR 
has been revised to inform the Secretary’s analysis.  We have 
considered these statements, along with other information, in 
developing the Secretary’s analysis.  
 
These statements must be read in a larger context.  For instance 
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s additional analysis 
is that restoring access to reaches above Iron Gate Dam for 
anadromous fish would allow adult fall Chinook salmon to 
distribute over a greater length of the river, reducing crowding 
and the concentration of disease pathogens that currently occur 
in the reach between Iron Gate Dam and the Shasta River 
(Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 2007).  P. 3.3-88 of the 
Draft EIS/EIR, Alternative 2, Fish Disease and Parasites, has 
been revised to add this text from the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission.  Alternatives 4 and 5 will likewise be revised.   
 
In regard to infection prevalence in adult fish likely being 
maintained even if C. shasta levels are reduced in the infectious 
zone, the high infection prevalence does not necessarily mean 
these fish would develop disease or that the infectious load for 
juveniles will be affected.  The continuance of an infectious zone 
for juveniles would be the result of the synergistic effect of the 
numerous factors as is the case in the current disease zone from 
Shasta River to Seiad (Hetrick et al. 2009; Bartholomew and 
Foott 2010; Hamilton et al. 2011).  As noted by FERC (2007), 
dispersal of spawners would reduce crowding and the 
concentration of disease pathogens and it is likely that this 
disease zone would diminish.   
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There are a variety of causes of prespawn mortality in Klamath 
River salmon; however there currently is not reliable data on 
prespawn mortality in the Klamath River due to C. shasta (Scott 
Foott, USFWS, pers. comm).  Thus, until further information is 
available, the effect on prespawn mortality for fish migrating 
different distances in the mainstem Klamath River as a result of 
myxozoan infection cannot be put into proper context.   
 
The Chinook Panel indicated that dams out plus KBRA 
implementation (Alternative 2 or 3) offers greater potential than 
the Current Conditions in improving conditions for disease 
(Goodman et al. 2011; p. 12).  Dispersal of spawners under 
Alternatives 4 and 5 would likewise contribute to improved 
conditions for C. shasta.  The Draft EIS/EIR has been revised on 
p. 3.3-148 and 3.3-173 to state that, under Alternatives 4 and 5, 
C. shasta impacts would be diminished relative to the current 
condition.  

   
AO_LT_1230_071-217 On p. 3.3-152 of the Draft EIS/EIR the section that read "a small 

proportion of spawning salmon produce the bulk of myxospores" 
has been replaced with ‘while the percentage of adult carcasses 
with myxospores (parasite stage that infects the polychaete host) 
is relatively low, there is a direct relationship between carcass 
number and quantity of myxospores in the system (Scott Foott, 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, pers. comm.).’   
 
Bartholomew and Foott (2010) state on p. 12 that the spatial 
overlap of both hosts is a key factor in predicting where parasite 
abundance will be increased, and the formation of an infection 
nidus between the Shasta River and Indian Creek could be 
explained by a high concentration of spawning adult salmon 
[thus, carcasses] in the reach below the dam, which provides 
myxospores to infect the dense polychaete populations in the 
reach below.  
 
The FERC’s analysis is that restoring access to reaches above 
Iron Gate Dam for anadromous fish would allow adult fall 
Chinook salmon to distribute over a greater length of the river, 
reducing crowding and the concentration of disease pathogens 
that currently occur in the reach between Iron Gate Dam and the 
Shasta River (FERC 2007).  P. 3.3-88 of the Draft EIS/EIR, 
Alternative 2, Fish Disease and Parasites, has been revised to 
add this text from the FERC.  Alternatives 4 and 5 have likewise 
been revised.   

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-218 Historically, Chinook salmon (both spring and fall-run) were 

abundant in the tributaries of Upper Klamath Lake, including 
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Jenny, Fall, and Shovel Creeks, as well as the Wood, Sprague, 
and Williamson rivers (Administrative Law Judge 2006).  Since 
salmon and their associated diseases were present historically 
above Iron Gate Dam, movement of myxospores by adult salmon 
will likely reintroduce the Chinook-specific C..shasta genotype I 
above Iron Gate Dam.   
 
While it is possible that the current infections nidus (reach with 
highest infectivity) for C. shasta and P. minibicornis may be 
recreated upstream where salmon spawning congregations 
occur, and there is associated uncertainty (Foott et al. 2011), the 
likelihood of this happening appears to be remote for the 
following reasons.  Any creation of an infectious zone (or zones) 
would be the result of the synergistic effect of numerous factors, 
such as those that occur within the current disease zone in the 
Klamath River in the reach from the Shasta River downstream to 
Seiad Valley (FERC (2007; Bartholomew and Foott 2010). Here, 
flows in that reach that mimic natural conditions, combined with 
reestablishment of natural sediment transport rates, would 
restore natural geomorphic channel forming processes (Hetrick et 
al. 2009) necessary to create diverse habitat and reduce the 
influence of those synergistic factors that currently create 
conditions favorable for disease. Under a dams out alternative, 
those conditions that are believed to result in development of an 
infectious nidus below Iron Gate Dam, or a could result in 
development of a potential infectious nidus above Iron Gate 
Dam, are unlikely to occur. 
 
Further, the likelihood of those synergistic factors in the 
Williamson River would be reduced as carcasses would likely be 
more dispersed in the watershed (Foott et al. 2011), and flow 
variability will act to reduce polychaete habitat stability above the 
Williamson River mouth. C. shasta in the Williamson River is 
currently maintained by planting of susceptible rainbow trout that 
become infected, likely produce myxospores, and die within a 
restricted reach in the lower Williamson River.   
 
In addition, under a scenario of potential dam removal, it is likely 
that a greater diversity of salmon life histories will evolve, with 
some of those types more likely to avoid parasite exposure by 
migrating earlier or over wintering in tributaries and migrating in 
the fall (Bartholomew and Foott 2010; p. 40), thus missing the 
time of year when water temperatures in the Williamson River 
might possibly be conducive to disease.  In some years, 
maximum temperatures in the Williamson River do not exceed 
the disease threshold of 15 C (Bartholomew and Foott 2010; 
Hamilton et al. 2010).  The risk of a juvenile salmon disease  
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response here would be lower than the current zone but not 
negligible in all water years (Scott Foott, USFWS, 2012, pers. 
comm.). 
 
Historically, it appears spawning concentrations of upper basin 
Chinook salmon took place primarily in the Sprague River (Lane 
and Lane Associates 1981).  There is no evidence that high 
densities of polychaetes occur in the Sprague River (Foott et al. 
2011). Thus, the synergistic factors that contribute to an 
infectious nidus for emigrants below Iron Gate Dam and near the 
Iron Gate Hatchery are unlikely to occur here either.  There is 
some concern regarding a disease zone in the lower Williamson 
River downstream from the confluence with the Sprague River 
(Hurst et al. 2012). However, some Chinook emigrants from both 
these tributaries may very well emerge from groundwater areas 
early, then rear in Upper Klamath Lake, with growth opportunities 
that allow them to migrate when they can minimize exposure 
to C. shasta.  

   
AO_LT_1230_071-219 Master Response WQ-4B Hydroelectric Project Impacts to Water 

Quality & Anticipated KHSA/KBRA Improvements.   
 
Along with KBRA and TMDL implementation, dam removal is 
expected to improve water quality in the Klamath River and 
support numerous designated beneficial uses.  
 
Master Response WQ-27 Nutrient Retention With Dams, Nutrient 
Release Without Dams, and Periphyton.  

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-220 This comment is specific to analysis contained in a technical 

report cited in the EIS/EIR rather then on the analysis presented 
in the EIS/EIR. 
 
The high degree of overlap in the 95% intervals indicate that the 
statistical properties of the distributions are similar; that is, the 
range of predicted values are similar due to the large range of 
uncertainty in stock production values.  Conditions that caused 
model runs to be lower in the DRA relative to the No Action/No 
Project Alternative are related to fisheries management and the 
stock production curves used in Lower and Upper Klamath 
Basins.  Due to the fishery control rule, productivity of the stock is 
optimal in almost all years. This occurs because the fishery 
management ensures that the spawning stock that produces 
maximum sustainable yield (Smsy) returns to spawn whenever 
the escapement in the absence of fishing is greater than Smsy.  
This statement of optimal productivity is not true for the DRA for 2 
reasons: 1) Smsy is greater for the DRA due to additional habitat, 
which is not incorporated into fishery management; and 2) the 
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target escapement by the fishery is combined for the lower and 
Upper Klamath Basin; the escapement is too low for the Lower 
Klamath Basin and too high for the Upper Klamath Basin (or vice 
versa).  Thus there are some years and some model iterations 
when the combined (suboptimal) production from the Lower 
Klamath Basin and Upper Klamath Basin is less than the optimal 
production under the No Action/No Project Alternative.  
 
Text has been added to Section 3.3.4 of the Final EIS/EIR to 
further explain these results from the EDRRA Model.  

   
AO_LT_1230_071-221 This comment is specific to analysis contained in a technical 

report cited in the EIS/EIR rather then on the analysis presented 
in the EIS/EIR. The EIS/EIR does conclude that Chinook salmon 
populations are likely to increase, perhaps substantially, as a 
result of the Proposed Action. 
 
The median values were used because the distributions that 
describe the uncertainty were not symmetric.  As a result, the 
median was a better metric for describing the central portion of 
the distribution than the mean value. 
 
Text has been added to Section 3.3.4 of the Final EIS/EIR to 
clarify the reason for the use of median versus mean values in 
the EDRRA model. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-222 This comment is specific to analysis contained in a technical 

report cited in the EIS/EIR rather than on the analysis presented 
in the EIS/EIR. 
 
The Liermann et al. (2010) report was the most comprehensive 
analysis of Chinook populations at the time of the model 
development; thus, it was used to reflect uncertainty in the 
productivity of Chinook populations for the Upper Klamath Basin.  
It is beyond the scope of this study to attempt to understand how 
different stocks used by Liermann et al. (2010) may affect their 
study results. 
 
The Lead Agencies are not required to conduct every test or 
perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended 
by comment authors or address issues that are not significant to 
the action in question.  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15204(b); NEPA 
Regulation 40 CFR 1500.1(b)).  

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-223 While the existence of UKL is an important component to the 

Upper Klamath Basin, the effects of UKL on Chinook stocks are 
unknown.  While the potential effect of UKL could be discussed in 
a qualitative fashion, there was little quantitative information to be 

No 
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included in the EDRRA Model.   Moreover, the Lead Agencies 
are not required to conduct every test or perform all research, 
study, and experimentation recommended by comment authors 
or address issues that are not significant to the action in 
question.  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15204(b); NEPA Regulation 40 
CFR 1500.1(b)).  
 
Regarding the historical importance of Upper Klamath Lake as a 
rearing area for salmon, estimates by Huntington (2006) and 
Dunsmoor and Huntington (2006) address this issue but do not 
fully account for the historical (and unknown) production potential 
of Upper Klamath Lake itself, which could have been 
considerable.  
 
A recent experimental reintroduction into Upper Klamath Lake 
suggests that habitat here would continue to support Chinook 
salmon (Maule et al. 2009). To assess what this might mean for 
reintroduced salmon, Iron Gate Chinook salmon stock were 
tested in Upper Klamath Lake and the lower Williamson River to 
assess whether current conditions would physiologically impair 
Iron Gate Hatchery Chinook salmon reintroduced into the Upper 
Klamath Basin. Juvenile Chinook salmon were tested in cages in 
Upper Klamath Lake and the Williamson River in 2005 and 2006. 
These juveniles showed normal development as smolts in Upper 
Klamath Lake and survived well in both locations. This evidence 
(documented in Section 3.3.4.3 of the Draft EIS/EIR) strongly 
suggests that Upper Klamath Lake habitat is suitable to support 
salmonids for at least the October through May period. The 
authors concluded that there was little evidence of physiological 
impairment or significant vulnerability to C. shasta (a fish 
parasite) that would preclude this stock from being reintroduced 
into the Upper Klamath Basin. The life history of fall-run Chinook 
salmon generally does not include a freshwater phase from June 
through September. Thus, conditions for fall-run Chinook 
migration through Upper Klamath Lake appear favorable. Due to 
the timing of the migration period for spring-run Chinook salmon 
and steelhead, these runs would generally avoid the period of 
poor water quality in Upper Klamath Lake. Spring inputs in the 
Williamson River and on the west side of Upper Klamath Lake 
would likely provide thermal habitat for these year round life 
histories.  

   
AO_LT_1230_071-224 This comment is specific to analysis contained in a technical 

report cited in the EIS/EIR rather than on the analysis presented 
in the EIS/EIR. 
 
The analysis conducted by Lindley and Davis (2010) indicates 
that the Klamath Basin is similar to other spring Chinook streams 
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throughout the Pacific Northwest.  Liermann et al. (2010) also 
utilized a representative sample of Pacific Northwest streams to 
conduct their analysis. 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-225 This comment is specific to analysis contained in a technical 

report cited in the EIS/EIR rather then on the analysis presented 
in the EIS/EIR. 
 
The model was developed for the time period 2012 to 2061; thus, 
the KBRA actions were assumed to start in 2012.  It is important 
to note that the model was developed to make relative 
comparisons between the Proposed Action and No Action and 
are not absolute predictions of abundance.  Thus KBRA actions 
are implemented relative to the No Action baseline. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-226 This comment is specific to analysis contained in a technical 

report cited in the EIS/EIR rather then on the analysis presented 
in the EIS/EIR. 
 
Hatchery fish were assumed to return to the hatchery; therefore, 
hatchery fish did not provide any natural production in the 
EDRRA model.   Text has been added to Section 3.3.4 of the 
EIS/EIR clarifying the assumptions related to Chinook salmon 
mitigation releases from Iron Gate Hatchery under the Proposed 
Action. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-227 This comment is specific to analysis contained in a technical 

report cited in the EIS/EIR rather then on the analysis presented 
in the EIS/EIR. 
 
The model tracks the numbers of hatchery fish; however, the 
escapement estimates are based on natural origin fish, which is 
consistent with the existing fishery management of the Klamath 
River.  The EDRRA model assumed that hatchery production is 
not limited by hatchery returns.  Hatchery fish are captured in the 
fishery as part of the catch, and the remaining fish return to the 
hatchery.   Hatchery fish do not enter into any of the fishery 
management decisions, so they were not tracked explicitly.    
 
Text has been added to Section 3.3.4 of the EIS/EIR clarifying 
the assumptions related to Chinook salmon mitigation releases 
from Iron Gate Hatchery under the Proposed Action. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-228 This comment is specific to analysis contained in a technical 

report cited in the EIS/EIR rather than on the analysis presented 
in the EIS/EIR. 
 
 

No 
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The hatchery production was modeled to reflect the general 
release size and survival rates of hatchery releases.  Increasing 
the survival rate of a portion of the Iron Gate hatchery fish would 
likely increase the hatchery component of the catch under the 
NAA.  Because the differences between the NAA and DRA occur 
in the loss of the Iron Gate Hatchery, one might expect an 
average increase in the Iron Gate hatchery component of the 
catch on the order of 14 percent to 25 percent.  Iron Gate 
Hatchery survival is less than Trinity River Hatchery, however, so 
these values would have to be discounted to arrive at an overall 
increase in hatchery fish vulnerable to the fishery.  Benefits of 
yearling releases would be further complicated by the level of 
harvest, which would depend on natural escapement estimates.   

   
AO_LT_1230_071-229 This comment is specific to analysis contained in a technical 

report cited in the EIS/EIR rather than on the analysis presented 
in the EIS/EIR. 
 
As stated in the comment, the EDRRA model assumes that 
productivity values for habitats upstream of UKL are comprised of 
a mixture of both stream and ocean type life history strategies.  
The proportion of the population that is assumed to be stream 
type versus ocean type is drawn at random for each iteration and 
year simulated in the model.  For purposes of harvest 
management the model relies on the existing fishery control rule 
established by the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC).  
Specific fishery control rules for spring run Chinook salmon have 
not been developed therefore, differences in vulnerability 
between spring run and fall run life history strategies with in the 
fishery could not be simulated.  Harvest of spring run Chinook 
salmon would likely be included in the current harvest estimates 
to the extent that spring run Chinook salmon are currently 
harvested under the current management regime and therefore 
may be implicitly incorporated into EDRRA results.  Without 
knowing the differences in vulnerability of spring versus fall 
Chinook, the concerns expressed in this comment are difficult to 
quantify.     

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-230 This comment is specific to analysis contained in a technical 

report cited in the EIS/EIR rather than on the analysis presented 
in the EIS/EIR. 
 
In determining the amount of habitat associated with the various 
Chinook salmon populations for which there were data, Lindley 
and Davis (2011) excluded man-made blockages (ie: areas 
behind dams), but not naturally inaccessible portions of the 
watersheds.  For the Klamath above Iron Gate Dam, portions of 
watersheds thought to be naturally inaccessible were not 

No 
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excluded, but entire watersheds that may have historically 
contained salmon (e.g., the Lost River basin) were excluded. 

AO_LT_1230_071-231 This comment is specific to analysis contained in a technical 
report cited in the EIS/EIR rather then on the analysis presented 
in the EIS/EIR. 
 
The number of potential fish returning to the Upper Basin (i.e., 
escapement in the absence of fishing) is affected by the fishery.  
The fishery management does not have a method of separating 
Upper from Lower Basin fish.  As a result, the number of fish 
returning the Upper Basin reflects the F-control rule based on 
mixed Upper Basin and Lower Basin Chinook.  To make 
comparisons between the production under the No Action and 
the Proposed Action, the escapement in the absence of fishing 
provides a better metric of the relative production under each 
action. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-232 This comment is specific to analysis contained in a technical 

report cited in the EIS/EIR rather then on the analysis presented 
in the EIS/EIR. 
 
The EDRRA report explains that the rationale for modeling KBRA 
actions was to reflect an unknown process of habitat 
improvement; therefore, the 25% (by 2061) truncation of the 
lower productivity values was an ad-hoc estimate of the level of 
improvement due to KBRA.  The distribution of productivity 
values over time was presented in Figure 9.  The productivity 
distributions used in the EDRRA model were constructed by two 
methods: 1) fitting to historical spawner escape data for the 
Klamath River, thus they are directly applicable to the Klamath 
River and 2) the Liermann et al. (2010) analysis which 
incorporated multiple stocks spanning the Pacific Northwest.  If 
future versions of the report are constructed, the addition of 
tables in an appendix would be beneficial to the reader. 
  

No 

AO_LT_1230_071-233 This comment is specific to analysis contained in a technical 
report cited in the EIS/EIR rather then on the analysis presented 
in the EIS/EIR. 
 
The EDRRA model was not developed to be tributary specific; 
thus the Trinity River cannot be separated from other tributaries.   
As a result, the KBRA effects were applied to the Trinity River, 
however the effect of incorporating KBRA in the Trinity was likely 
small given the uncertainty in the stock production functions (See 
Figure 10 in Hendrix N, 2011). 
 

Yes 
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 Moreover, even though KBRA actions are not specifically 
targeted to occur within the Trinity River Basin, there is a major 
ongoing habitat restoration program within that watershed, The 
Trinity River Restoration Program, which includes many 
restoration actions that would likely be similar in nature to those 
anticipated to occur under Part III, Fisheries Program, in the 
KBRA.   
 
A full description of the assumptions and model parameters that 
comprise the EDRRA model are presented in Hendrix (2011).   
 
Additional text has been added to Section 3.3.4 of the Draft 
EIS/EIR clarifying that the results of the EDRAA model represent 
Chinook salmon population responses for the entire Klamath 
Basin and was not developed to be tributary specific.     

 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-234 This comment is specific to analysis contained in a technical 

report cited in the EIS/EIR rather then on the analysis presented 
in the EIS/EIR. 
 
Currently a harvest rate is defined for the entire Klamath.  The 
EDRRA model assumed that fisheries management would 
continue with these methods, and distinguishing among Lower 
Basin or Upper Basin Chinook would not be possible prior to 
setting annual harvest rates.   The Lead Agencies are not 
required to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and 
experimentation recommended by comment authors or address 
issues that are not significant to the action in question.  (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15204(b); NEPA Regulation 40 CFR 1500.1(b)). 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-235 This comment is specific to analysis contained in a technical 

report cited in the EIS/EIR rather then on the analysis presented 
in the EIS/EIR. 
 
The EDRRA model is consistent with STT (2005), because the 
modelers used the data provided in STT (2005) for the observed 
data in their statistical model.   The STT (2005) indicate that the 
model is for Fall Chinook, thus the modelers used that 
assumption to derive the water shed area estimates.   There are 
several factors that differ between the STT (2005) estimate and 
the EDRRA modeling results that hinder comparison:  1) The STT 
(2005) makes an estimate of unfished equilibrium population size 
using Parken et al. (2006), which is a different analysis than 
Liermann et al. (2010); and 2) the EDRRA modelers do not know 
how the estimate of watershed size used in STT (2005) was 
derived, whereas the modelers do understand how the estimate 
provided by D. Chow was obtained.   

No 
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AO_LT_1230_071-236 This comment is specific to analysis contained in a technical 
report cited in the EIS/EIR rather than on the analysis presented 
in the EIS/EIR. 
 
In determining the amount of habitat associated with the various 
Chinook salmon populations for which there were data, Lindley 
and Davis (2011) excluded man-made blockages (ie: areas 
behind dams), but not naturally inaccessible portions of the 
watersheds.  For the Klamath above Iron Gate Dam, portions of 
watersheds thought to be naturally inaccessible were not 
excluded, but entire watersheds that may have historically 
contained salmon (e.g., the Lost River basin) were excluded.  A 
full description of the assumptions and model parameters that 
comprise the EDRRA model are presented in Hendrix (2011).   

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-237 This comment is specific to analysis contained in a technical 

report cited in the EIS/EIR rather than on the analysis presented 
in the EIS/EIR. 
 
Hatchery production does not contribute to natural production in 
the EDRRA model.  Text has been added to Section 3.3 of the 
EIS/EIR clarifying the assumptions related to Chinook salmon 
mitigation releases from Iron Gate Hatchery under the Proposed 
Action. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-238 This comment is specific to analysis contained in a technical 

report cited in the EIS/EIR rather than on the analysis presented 
in the EIS/EIR. 
 
Exploring the nuances of harvest management was beyond the 
scope of the EDRRA model; however within the EDRRA model, 
the population is being managed optimally under the No Action, 
whereas it is being managed sub-optimally under Proposed 
Action.  The management of natural production could be 
improved by using a Fishery Control Rule that was tailored to the 
production potential available under the Proposed Action.  Such a 
management change would likely increase EDRRA model 
predictions of catches and escapement under the Proposed 
Action.   The Lead Agencies are not required to conduct every 
test or perform all research, study, and experimentation 
recommended by comment authors or address issues that are 
not significant to the action in question.  (CEQA Guidelines, § 
15204(b); NEPA Regulation 40 CFR 1500.1(b)). 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-239 This comment is specific to analysis contained in a technical 

report cited in the EIS/EIR rather than on the analysis presented 
in the EIS/EIR. 
 

Yes 
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The numbers behind these estimates provided are the annual 
values for each model iteration (details presented in Hendrix 
(2011) Appendix B).  They are useful for making relative 
comparisons of performing the No Action/No Project Alternative 
versus Proposed Action.  The timing of changes in fish 
abundances could potentially be discussed qualitatively; however 
the probabilities are fairly consistent over an approximately 40 
years suggesting robust relative benefits over this time period.   
Text has been added to Section 3.3 of the Draft EIS/EIR 
clarifying the assumptions related to Chinook salmon mitigation 
releases from Iron Gate Hatchery under the Proposed Action.  
The Lead Agencies are not required to conduct every test or 
perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended 
by comment authors or address issues that are not significant to 
the action in question.  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15204(b); NEPA 
Regulation 40 CFR 1500.1(b)).  

   
AO_LT_1230_071-240 This comment is specific to analysis contained in a technical 

report cited in the EIS/EIR rather than on the analysis presented 
in the EIS/EIR. 
 
The probability of Proposed Action being greater than the No 
Action/No Project Alternative was determined by calculating the 
number of Monte Carlo simulations in which the Proposed Action 
was greater than the No Action/No Project Alternative; therefore, 
this metric integrates across the uncertainty in the Monte Carlo 
simulation values.  The goal was to provide a metric that 
described the relative benefits of the Proposed Action to the No 
Action/No Project Alternative.  The results are sensitive to the 
harvest policy as described in the EDRRA report (Hendrix 2011).  
Measurements of uncertainty are presented in Hendrix (2011) 
and copies of the report are available to the public at the 
klamathrestoration.gov web site.   
 
Additional text has been added to Section 3.3.4 of the Draft 
EIS/EIR describing the harvest policy used in the EDRRA model 
and the possible implications of that policy to the results. 

Yes 

AO_LT_1230_071-241 This comment is specific to analysis contained in a technical 
report cited in the EIS/EIR rather than on the analysis presented 
in the EIS/EIR. 
 
The modelers were not aware of a 50 percent difference in 
productivity between the lower and Upper Klamath Basin.  Still, 
the EDRRA model assumed an active reintroduction strategy as 
outlined by Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) 
(Hooton and Smith 2008).  The management action of reducing 
harvest was not modeled in EDRRA because of the uncertainties 
in modeling such a Pacific Fisheries Management Council 

 
Yes 
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process.   
 
The PFMC was established by the Magnuson Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act of 1976 and has regulatory 
jurisdiction over salmon fishing within the 317,690 square mile 
exclusive economic zone from 3 miles to 200 miles off the coast 
of Washington, Oregon and California.  Jurisdiction over 
commercial and recreational salmon fishing regulations in 
nearshore areas, within 3 miles of shore, lies with the respective 
states.  However, the states generally adopt regulations 
consistent with those established by the PFMC.  
 
The Salmon Fishery Management Plan developed by the PFMC 
describes the goals and methods for salmon management. 
Management tools such as season length, quotas, and bag limits 
vary depending on how many salmon are present. There are two 
central parts of the Plan: Conservation objectives, which are 
annual goals for the number of spawners of the major salmon 
stocks (“spawner escapement goals”), and allocation provisions 
of the harvest among different groups of fishers (commercial, 
recreational, tribal, various ports, ocean, and inland). The Council 
must also comply with laws such as the Endangered Species Act.  
 
Since the management of salmon considers many factors that 
can fluctuate greatly from year to year (population abundance 
and environmental conditions) it is impossible to predict how 
future management decisions regarding the specific harvest of 
Klamath Basin salmon might change as a result of the Proposed 
Action.   
 
Given these uncertainties, the EDRRA Chinook salmon life cycle 
model developed Hendrix (2011) assumes that current 
management rules (fishery control rule) established by the PFMC 
for management of Klamath River Chinook salmon would remain 
in place throughout the fifty year period of analysis.   
 
Text has been added to Section 3.3 of the Draft EIS/EIR further 
clarifying the assumptions of the model regarding the use of the 
current fishery control rule.  

   
AO_LT_1230_071-242 This comment is specific to analysis contained in a technical 

report cited in the EIS/EIR rather than on the analysis presented 
in the EIS/EIR. 
 
The production functions for the Upper Klamath Basin and Lower 
Klamath Basin are different.  The productivity and capacity 
parameters of the basin-specific Ricker function are derived from 
two different sources of information.  The Lower Klamath Basin 

Yes 
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parameters were estimated statistically, whereas the Upper 
Klamath Basin was calculated using the Liermann et al. (2010) 
estimates.  As stated in the EDRRA report (Hendrix 2011), the 
harvest is determined based on a fishery control rule (Appendix 
A) and deterministic calculations of harvest based on the KHRM 
model.   
 
Text has been added to Section 3.3.4 of the Draft EIS/EIR further 
clarifying the assumptions of the model regarding the use of the 
current fishery control rule. 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-243 This comment is specific to analysis contained in a technical 

report cited in the EIS/EIR rather than on the analysis presented 
in the EIS/EIR. 
 
The harvest management is governed largely by the F-control 
rule.  The F control rule was recently amended to reduce the 
chance for fishery closure by allowing the PFMC to make 
determinations of closure, rather than allowing the F-control rule 
to force a closure.  It is likely that the F-control rule would 
continue to be amended as additional information on the stock is 
collected.  Text has been added to Section 3.3 of the EIS/EIR 
further clarifying the assumptions of the model regarding the use 
of the current fishery control rule. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-244 The Current Effects Background Technical Report (DOI 2012a) 

has been revised via errata to remove the indication that the 
PacifiCorp dams have been identified by scientific analysis as a 
contributing factor to the 2002 fish die off. 
 
In Current Effects Background Technical Report (DOI 2012a) on 
p. 1-8, DOI through errata and this comment response deletes 
the last sentence related to 2002 fish kill  
 

Yes 

AO_LT_1230_071-245 As part of the study for the Current Effects Background Technical 
Report (DOI 2012a), government-to-government consultations 
were conducted  with the six basin tribes to solicit input from the 
tribal governments regarding their assessment of effects on 
Indian trust resources, tribal rights to take those resources, other 
resources traditionally used by tribes, and cultural values related 
to those resources and rights within the study area resulting from 
the current operations of the four PacifiCorp dams on the 
Klamath River.  Descriptions of tribal history, cultural practices, 
religious practices, oral traditions and health impacts are general 
and reflect Tribal perspectives on resource issues. 
 
In reporting the effects of current dam operations on the 
respective tribes, DOI tempered the tribal perspective by 

No 
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providing context and background information from the FERC 
Final EIS for Hydropower License: Klamath Hydroelectric Project 
(FERC Project No. 2082-027), provided an overview of the 
cultural history of the region. The North Coast Regional Water 
Quality Control Board’s Basin Plan for the Klamath River was 
relied on for characterizing Klamath mainstem water quality, and 
the NOAA Fisheries Service's Klamath River Basin 2010 Report 
to Congress was relied on to characterize the general condition 
of the Klamath River and some agency responses to arrest 
declining fish populations. The Yurok Tribe Fishery Program’s 
The Klamath River Fish Kill of 2002: Analysis of Contributing 
Factors provided a synopsis of the historic lower Klamath salmon 
die-off of 2002, and Kari Norgaard’s “The Effects of Altered Diet 
on the Health of the Karuk People: A Preliminary Report” 
provided localized information substantiating the larger national 
trend of loss of traditional foods, increased Indian Tribe health-
related problems, and the related demise of traditional culture. 
 
Quantifiable data on Project effects to water, aquatic, and 
terrestrial resources are found in Sections 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5.  
To clarify the process used to develop the Current Effects 
Background Technical Report and Potential Effects Background 
Technical Report language has been added to Section 3.12, as 
well as, Table 3.12-1 through Table 3.12-6. 
 
Minimum flow releases from Iron Gate Dam have been governed 
by NOAA Fisheries Service BO requirements since 2000. Prior to 
NOAA Fisheries’ flow requirements, PacifiCorp, under a long 
term agreement with Reclamation, has operated Link River Dam 
in coordination with PacifiCorp’s other five dams. Prior to 2000, 
PacifiCorp operated the six dams for power production in 
accordance with FERC requirements and to ensure adequate 
water supplies for Reclamation’s Klamath Project during the 
irrigation season. By themselves, the lower four PacifiCorp Dams 
do not affect flow volumes on a monthly, seasonal, or annual 
basis.  Those flow volumes are mostly affected by releases from 
Link River Dam, agricultural diversions and returns below Link 
River Dam, and inflows from groundwater and tributaries between 
Link River Dam and Iron Gate Dam.  On a shorter time frame 
(e.g. hourly to multi-day), however, the coordinated management 
of the hydroelectric project (including Link River Dam) has altered 
flows by decreasing natural flow variability below Iron Gate Dam. 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-246 The effect of dams on sediment transport processes as noted by 

the footnote to Table 3-1 in the DOI 2012a are muted by time and 
distance from Iron Gate Dam.  However attenuation of sediment 
transport process are influenced by localized precipitation 
patterns in the tributaries and mainstem Klamath River, as well 

No 
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as, distance from Iron Gate Dam.  For example heavy 
precipitation in the mainstem Klamath during periods of dry 
conditions on the tributary streams make broad statements on 
the relative importance of sediment transport from these sources 
difficult to clearly discern.  Also inherent in the evaluation of 
current influence of dam operations is that by blocking the 
upstream sediment transport, peak flows on the mainstem 
Klamath river have been dampened and delayed and all 
movement of sediment, course grained, fine-grained, and 
otherwise, have been completely halted by the dams themselves; 
thereby requiring the Lead Agencies to depend on model data to 
establish the full extent of this effect.  
 
The technical report takes the conservative approach that the 
dams reduce the bedload sediment transfer.   This conservative 
approach is warranted given the variability of precipitation events 
and modeling uncertainty and supported by both PacifiCorp 
(2004) Water Resources Technical Report and FERC (2007).   

   
AO_LT_1230_071-247 As part of the study for the Current Effects Background Technical 

Report, government-to-government consultations were 
conducted  with the six basin tribes to solicit input from the tribal 
governments regarding their assessment of effects on Indian 
trust resources, tribal rights to take those resources, other 
resources traditionally used by tribes, and cultural values related 
to those resources and rights within the study area resulting from 
the current operations of the four PacifiCorp dams on the 
Klamath River.  Descriptions of tribal history, cultural practices, 
religious practices, oral traditions and health impacts are general 
and reflect Tribal perspectives on resource issues. 
 
In reporting the effects of Current Dam operations on the 
respective tribes and tribal resources, DOI tempered the tribal 
perspective by providing context and background information 
from the FERC Final EIS for Hydropower License: Klamath 
Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2082-027), provided an 
overview of the cultural history of the region. The North Coast 
Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Basin Plan for the 
Klamath River was relied on for characterizing Klamath 
mainstem water quality, and the NOAA Fisheries Service's 
Klamath River Basin 2010 Report to Congress was relied on to 
characterize the general condition of the Klamath River and 
some agency responses to arrest declining fish populations. The 
Yurok Tribe Fishery Program’s The Klamath River Fish Kill of 
2002: Analysis of Contributing Factors provided a synopsis of 
the historic lower Klamath salmon die-off of 2002, and Kari 
Norgaard’s “The Effects of Altered Diet on the Health of the 
Karuk People: A Preliminary Report” provided localized 

No 
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information substantiating the larger national trend of loss of 
traditional foods, increased Indian Tribe health-related problems, 
and the related demise of traditional culture. 
 

Quantifiable data on Project effects to water, aquatic, and 
terrestrial resources are found in Sections 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5.  
To clarify the process used to develop the Current Effects 
Background Technical Report and Potential Effects Background 
Technical Report language has been added to Section 3.12, as 
well as, Table 3.12-1 through Table 3.12-6. 
 
Minimum flow releases from Iron Gate Dam have been governed 
by NOAA Fisheries Biological Opinion requirements since 2000. 
Prior to NOAA Fisheries flow requirements, PacifiCorp, under a 
long term agreement with Reclamation, has operated Link River 
Dam in coordination with PacifiCorp’s other five dams. Prior to 
2000, PacifiCorp operated the six dams for power production in 
accordance with FERC requirements and to ensure adequate 
water supplies for Reclamation’s Klamath Project during the 
irrigation season. By themselves, the lower four PacifiCorp Dams 
do not affect flow volumes on a monthly, seasonal, or annual time 
frame.  Those flow volumes are mostly affected by releases from 
Link River Dam, agricultural diversions and returns below Link 
River Dam, and inflows from groundwater and tributaries between 
Link River Dam and Iron Gate Dam.   
 
On a shorter time frame (e.g., hourly to multi-day), however, the 
coordinated management of the hydroelectric project (including 
Link River Dam) has altered flows by decreasing natural flow 
variability below Iron Gate Dam.  More natural flow variability can 
be important for ecosystem functions and may decrease the 
prevalence of juvenile salmon disease. Dam removal and 
implementation of KBRA would allow more flexibility in managing 
flows in the river below the Iron Gate Dam site, particularly for 
creating more short-term natural flow variability and periodic 
higher-flows.  The KBRA Environmental Water program includes 
the “production” of more water to be managed in real time in 
order to maximize benefits for the Klamath Basin’s fish.  In 
addition, real time management (shaping) of the hydrograph 
below the location of Iron Gate Dam is difficult with the presence 
of the four lower Klamath dams owing to constraints on dam 
releases (penstock capacity, variable water levels in reservoirs, 
and elevation of dam overflows), delays and peak-flow 
dampening as water moves through the reservoirs, and 
hydropower generation considerations which would not be a 
factor in water management without the dams. 
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AO_LT_1230_071-248 As part of the study for the Current Effects Background Technical 
Report, government-to-government consultations were 
conducted  with the six basin tribes to solicit input from the tribal 
governments regarding their assessment of effects on Indian 
trust resources, tribal rights to take those resources, other 
resources traditionally used by tribes, and cultural values related 
to those resources and rights within the study area resulting from 
the current operations of the four PacifiCorp dams on the 
Klamath River.  Descriptions of tribal history, cultural practices, 
religious practices, oral traditions and health impacts are general 
and reflect Tribal perspectives on resource issues. 
 
In reporting the effects of Current Dam operations on the 
respective tribes and tribal resources, DOI tempered the tribal 
perspective by providing context and background information 
from the FERC Final EIS for Hydropower License: Klamath 
Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2082-027), provided an 
overview of the cultural history of the region. The North Coast 
Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Basin Plan for the 
Klamath River was relied on for characterizing Klamath 
mainstem water quality, and the NOAA Fisheries Service's 
Klamath River Basin 2010 Report to Congress was relied on to 
characterize the general condition of the Klamath River and 
some agency responses to arrest declining fish populations. The 
Yurok Tribe Fishery Program’s The Klamath River Fish Kill of 
2002: Analysis of Contributing Factors provided a synopsis of 
the historic lower Klamath salmon die-off of 2002, and Kari 
Norgaard’s “The Effects of Altered Diet on the Health of the 
Karuk People: A Preliminary Report” provided localized 
information substantiating the larger national trend of loss of 
traditional foods, increased Indian Tribe health-related problems, 
and the related demise of traditional culture. 
 

Quantifiable data on Project effects to water, aquatic, and 
terrestrial resources are found in Sections 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5.  
To clarify the process used to develop the Current Effects 
Background Technical Report and Potential Effects Background 
Technical Report language has been added to Section 3.12 as 
well as to Table 3.12-1 through Table 3.12-6. 
 
Flow releases from Iron Gate Dam have been governed by 
NOAA Fisheries Biological Opinion requirements since 2000. 
Prior to NOAA Fisheries flow requirements, PacifiCorp, under a 
long term agreement with Reclamation, has operated Link River 
Dam in coordination with PacifiCorp’s other five dams. Prior to 
2000, PacifiCorp operated the six dams for power production and 
in accordance with FERC requirements and to ensure adequate 
water supplies for Reclamation’s Klamath Project during the 

No 
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Comment Author Hemstreet, Tim 
Agency/Assoc. PacifiCorp Energy 
Submittal Date December 30, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

irrigation season. On a shorter time frame (e.g. hourly to multi-
day), however, the coordinated management of the hydroelectric 
project (including Link River Dam) has altered flows by 
decreasing natural flow variability below Iron Gate Dam.  More 
natural flow variability can be important for ecosystem functions 
and may decrease the prevalence of juvenile salmon disease. 
Dam removal and implementation of KBRA would allow more 
flexibility in managing flows in the river below the Iron Gate Dam 
site, particularly for creating more short-term natural flow 
variability and periodic higher-flows.  The KBRA Environmental 
Water program includes the “production” of more water to be 
managed in real time in order to maximize benefits for the 
Klamath Basin’s fish.  In addition, real time management of the 
hydrograph below the location of Iron Gate Dam is difficult with 
the presence of the four lower Klamath dams owing to constraints 
on dam releases (penstock capacity, variable water levels in 
reservoirs, and height of dam overflow), delays and peak-flow 
dampening as water moves through the reservoirs, and 
hydropower generation considerations which would not be a 
factor without the dams.  
 
Increasing “bedload/sediment transfer”, which includes more high 
flow events, would add gravels trapped behind these dams to 
stream channels below Iron Gate Dam, help break up armored 
stream channels below the dams, and more frequently cleanse 
and refresh streambeds.  These processes would increase the 
quality and quantity of salmon spawning habitat and may 
decrease juvenile salmon disease by disrupting the environment 
that allows the intermediate hosts for disease to thrive (i.e., stable 
flows and stable stream substrate). Increased spawning and 
decreased disease would likely benefit salmon runs and tribal 
salmon harvest in the lower river. 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-249 As part of the study for the Current Effects Background Technical 

Report, government-to-government consultations were 
conducted  with the six basin tribes to solicit input from the tribal 
governments regarding their assessment of effects on Indian 
trust resources, tribal rights to take those resources, other 
resources traditionally used by tribes, and cultural values related 
to those resources and rights within the study area resulting from 
the current operations of the four PacifiCorp dams on the 
Klamath River.  Descriptions of tribal history, cultural practices, 
religious practices, oral traditions and health impacts are general 
and reflect Tribal perspectives (i.e., stability of river flows in the 
Klamath River below Iron Gate Dam is a function of hydroelectric 
dam operations) on resource issues. 
 
 

No 
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Comment Author Hemstreet, Tim 
Agency/Assoc. PacifiCorp Energy 
Submittal Date December 30, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

In reporting the effects of Current Dam operations on the 
respective tribes and tribal resources, DOI tempered the tribal 
perspective by providing context and background information 
from the FERC Final EIS for Hydropower License: Klamath 
Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2082-027), provided an 
overview of the cultural history of the region. The North Coast 
Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Basin Plan for the 
Klamath River was relied on for characterizing Klamath mainstem 
water quality, and NOAA Fisheries Service's Klamath River Basin 
2010 Report to Congress was relied on to characterize the 
general condition of the Klamath River and some agency 
responses to arrest declining fish populations. The Yurok Tribe 
Fishery Program’s The Klamath River Fish Kill of 2002: Analysis 
of Contributing Factors provided a synopsis of the historic lower 
Klamath salmon die-off of 2002, and Kari Norgaard’s “The Effects 
of Altered Diet on the Health of the Karuk People: A Preliminary 
Report” provided localized information substantiating the larger 
national trend of loss of traditional foods, increased Indian Tribe 
health-related problems, and the related demise of traditional 
culture. 
 

Quantifiable data on Project effects to water, aquatic, and 
terrestrial resources are found in Sections 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5.  
PacifiCorp (2004) Water Resources Technical Report (Hydrology 
chapter), PacifiCorp's 2006, FERC (2007), and Asarian et al. 
2010 were utilized in the analysis in the EIS/EIR.  To clarify the 
process used to develop the Current Effects Background 
Technical Report and Potential Effects Background Technical 
Report language has been added to Section 3.12 as well as to 
Table 3.12-1 through Table 3.12-6. 
 
Master Response WQ-27: Nutrient Retention With Dams, 
Nutrient Release Without Dams, and Periphyton.  
 
Master Response AQU-27-Disease.  

   
AO_LT_1230_071-250 As part of the study for the Current Effects Background Technical 

Report, government-to-government consultations were 
conducted  with the six basin tribes to solicit input from the tribal 
governments regarding their assessment of effects on Indian 
trust resources, tribal rights to take those resources, other 
resources traditionally used by tribes, and cultural values related 
to those resources and rights within the study area resulting from 
the current operations of the four PacifiCorp dams on the 
Klamath River.  Descriptions of tribal history, cultural practices, 
religious practices, oral traditions and health impacts are general 
and reflect Tribal perspectives on resource issues. 
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Comment Author Hemstreet, Tim 
Agency/Assoc. PacifiCorp Energy 
Submittal Date December 30, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

In reporting the effects of Current Dam operations on the 
respective tribes and tribal resources, DOI tempered the tribal 
perspective by providing context and background information 
from the FERC Final EIS for Hydropower License: Klamath 
Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2082-027), provided an 
overview of the cultural history of the region. The NCRWQCB’s 
Basin Plan for the Klamath River was relied on for characterizing 
Klamath mainstem water quality, and the NOAA Fisheries 
Service's Klamath River Basin 2010 Report to Congress was 
relied on to characterize the general condition of the Klamath 
River and some agency responses to arrest declining fish 
populations. The Yurok Tribe Fishery Program’s The Klamath 
River Fish Kill of 2002: Analysis of Contributing Factors provided 
a synopsis of the historic lower Klamath salmon die-off of 2002, 
and Kari Norgaard’s “The Effects of Altered Diet on the Health of 
the Karuk People: A Preliminary Report” provided localized 
information substantiating the larger national trend of loss of 
traditional foods, increased Indian Tribe health-related problems, 
and the related demise of traditional culture. 
 

Quantifiable data on Project effects to water, aquatic, and 
terrestrial resources are found in Sections 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5.  
To clarify the process used to develop the Current Effects 
Background Technical Report and Potential Effects Background  
 
Technical Report language has been added to Section 3.12 as 
well as to Table 3.12-1 through Table 3.12-6. 
 
Removal of Iron Gate Dams (plus the three dams upstream of 
Iron Gate Dam) along with programs in the KBRA would provide 
more opportunities for flushing (scouring) flows to occur below 
Iron Gate Dam.  Water produced by the Environmental Water 
program of KBRA, real-time management of this water as 
proposed in KBRA for the benefit of fishes, and eliminating the 
four lower dams/reservoirs that would no longer dampen peak 
flows, produces these opportunities. In addition, tributary peak 
flows (during storm events) entering the river between Keno Dam 
and Iron Gate Dam would also provide additional flow variability 
below Iron Gate Dam if the dams were removed.  Currently, Link 
River Dam release is often decreased during this event that 
stabilizes flows below Iron Gate Dam.   
 
Multiple studies do show that dam removal would decrease water 
temperatures primarily in the late summer and fall months.  The 
Indian Trust Technical Report (DOI 2012a) has been revised via 
errata to clarify the specific time period when decrease water 
temperatures would be likely. 
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Comment Author Hemstreet, Tim 
Agency/Assoc. PacifiCorp Energy 
Submittal Date December 30, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

DOI through errata and this comment response revises the first 
paragraph of p. 3-45 in Indian Trust Technical Report (DOI 
2012a),  the sentence “Removal of Iron Gate Dam will increase 
the scouring effect and lower the temperature in the upper river, 
both of which tend to suppress the life cycle of the parasites” to 
state “Removal of Iron Gate Dam will increase the scouring effect 
and lower the temperature in the upper river primarily during the 
late summer and fall months, both of which tend to suppress the 
life cycle of the parasites. 

   
AO_LT_1230_071-251 The purpose of this comment period is to receive comments on 

the Draft EIS/EIR as opposed to comments on supporting reports 
and scientific studies. The comment refers to language in a 
supporting study.  
 
Additionally the full quote from the Hydropower Benefits 
Technical Report p. 12 paragraph 5 is:  
 
“Then in 2002, there was a major die-off of adult salmon returning 
to the Klamath River (DOI et al. undated).  It was later determined 
that two common pathogens that are lethal to fish under stress 
filled about 30,000 salmon, mostly Chinook (The Nation 
Academies, 2007).  This event brought additional attention to the 
Klamath Basin and the conflicts over competing uses of the 
basin’s limited water supply” (Reclamation 2012f).  
 
This paragraph does not implicate the Klamath Hydroelectric 
Project in the fish die-off and in fact attributes the death of 30,000 
to pathogens.  No change is needed to the EIS/EIR or the 
technical report. 
 

No 
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AO_WI_1118_033 
------------------------------------------- 
From: hhendrixson@tnc.org[SMTP:HHENDRIXSON@TNC.ORG] 
Sent: Friday, November 18, 2011 4:15:59 PM 
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; werner@wrinkledog.com 
Subject: Web Inquiry: I support dam removal alternative 2 Auto forwarded by a 
Rule 
 
Name: Heather Hendrixson 
Organization: The Nature Conservancy 
 
Subject: I support dam removal alternative 2 
 
Body: I am a trained fisheries biologist (BS. fisheries from Humboldt State 
University, 1996; MS Water Resources Science, University of Minnesota, 2003)and 
land manager for The Nature Conservancy in Klamath County and I support the full 
dam removal alternative (#2) outlined in the draft EIS/EIR.  These are the 
reasons I support full dam removal: 
- Access to hundreds of miles of historic spawning habitat for Klamath River 
Chinook and Coho salmon, steelhead, and lamprey whose numbers run dangerously 
close to extinction. These fish are important for tribes up and down the river 
and are important to them for religious and cultural purposes which I greatly 
respect. Also, water management in the upper basin through the KBRA will likely 
help Klamath sucker populations. 
- removal of the dams would get rid of the reservoirs behind them and would 
improve water quality in the river by reducing the warming of river water and 
eliminating the blooms of toxic algae that plague the reservoirs. The conditions 
in the reservoirs are inhospitable to salmonids and also cause lasting 
detrimental effects downstream of the dams. They are disgusting in the summer due 
to the intense algae blooms that occur yearly. 
- flows below the dams are artificially regulated and cause parasites to build up 
in sediments that can kill salmon as adults and outmigrating smolts. Dam removal 
would allow natural fluctuations in flow to flush out the algae and disease 
causing parasites and allow fish to distribute into upper reaches of the river 
instead of bunching up in the disease hotspot at the base of Iron Gate dam. 
- The four dams are not used for irrigation.  Farmers upstream will still get 
their water from behind Keno and Link dams, which are small enough barriers for 
fish to pass by using ladders. 
- The dams do not provide flood protection since the reservoirs are relatively 
small and have a very limited capacity to catch flood waters. I saw the effects 
of the 1997 flood in the Klamath and know that flooding did occur even with the 
dams in place. 
- The KBRA is the best alternative we have for providing water to farmers and for 
fish. It shows collaboration and a willingness of many different parties to work 
together to come to agreement and work on solutions to very tough issues. Passage 
of the KBRA and subsequent dam removal would serve a good model for other basins 
facing similar resource issues. 
  Thank you for reading my comments. 
Sincerely, 
Heather Hendrixson 
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Comment Author Hendrixson, Heather 
Agency/Assoc. The Nature Conservancy 
Submittal Date November 18, 2011 
 

 
Comment Code Comment Response Change in 

EIS/EIR

AO_WI_1118_033-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 
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AO_MC_1026_015 
KLAMATH DAM REMOVAL 
DRAFT EIS/EIR HEARING 

OCTOBER 26, 2011 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
ARCATA, CALIFORNIA 

MR. HUGHES: My name is Gary Hughes,  

H-u-g-h-e-s, and I'm here representing the Environmental  

Protection Information Center. Our organization has  

worked for more than 30 years on the North Coast of  

California to protect endangered species and the wild  

landscapes that they depend upon. We are in the process  

of a detailed analysis of the DEIR/EIS in all of its  

volume, in order to compose more substantial comments  

than these brief points that I provide for your  

consideration this afternoon.  

Our organization emphatically supports dam  

removal on the Klamath River. The ecological and  

economic benefits of dam removal are well outlined in the  

Plan for Facilities Removal. Dam removal is clearly in  

the public interest, most specifically due to the  

benefits that the restoration of the river will have for  

endangered species.  

We recognize that very serious cultural,  

ecological, and environmental compromises are being made,  

in order to gain broader participation in a water  

management plan that supports dam removal. Knowing that  

there is risk and compromise, we also know that there is  

a great benefit in removing the dams from this crucial  

Comment 1 - Approves Dam Removal  
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stretch of habitat for recovering species. Considering  

the fact that this plan may not present opportunities for  

the recovery of all of the species in the area of concern  

that are in desperate need of restoration, we are  

steadfast in our position that it is essential that  

future application of the Endangered Species Act not be  

compromised by this process, or certainly not in the  

legislation that would be necessary to carry forth with  

the federal plan for facilities removal.  

There is an ecological imperative to recover  

threatened and endangered species in the Klamath Basin.  

This responsibility to work towards the recovery belongs  

to all of us, and there's no question that the removal of  

the dams is an opportunity that must be acted upon  

immediately and expeditiously.
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Comment Author Hughes, Gary 
Agency/Assoc. Environmental Protection Information Center 
Submittal Date October 26, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_MC_1026_015-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 
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Comment Author Hygdahl, Sarah 
Agency/Assoc. Salmon River Restoration Council 
Submittal Date October 20, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_MF_1020_012-1 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record.  No 
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Comment Author Johnson, Brian 
Agency/Assoc. Trout Unlimited 
Submittal Date December 30, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1230_050-1 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record.  
 
Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 
 
The Secretary of the Interior will consider this comment along with 
all others in making his determination relative to the KHSA and 
KBRA.   

No 
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AO_WI_1108_029 
------------------------------------------- 
From: suekclark@aol.com[SMTP:SUEKCLARK@AOL.COM] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 08, 2011 9:09:13 PM 
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; werner@wrinkledog.com 
Subject: Web Inquiry: Klamath Lake ecosystem Auto forwarded by a Rule 
 
Name: Susan Katz Clark 
Organization: Simplexity Health 
 
Subject: Klamath Lake ecosystem 
 
Body: Please maintain the integrity of Upper Klamath Lake.  I have been a 
consumer of edible microalge harvested there for 9 1/2 years, and it helps me and 
thousands of others age in reverse. The lake is a fragile ecosystem supporting 
abundant life, as well as livelihoods or those harvesting, processing, consuming, 
and representing this remarkable species of edible microalgae.  Thank you very 
much! 
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Comment Author Katz Clark, Susan 
Agency/Assoc. Simplexity Health 
Submittal Date November 08, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

   
AO_WI_1108_029-1 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record.  No 
   
 Simplexity Health (www.simplexityhealth.com, accessed 5/2/2012) 

is a Klamath Falls-based business that advertises Upper Klamath 
Lake as the source of the algae species Aphanizemenon flos-
aquae (Aph. Flos-aquae) used in its nutritional supplement.   
 
Lake-like conditions conducive to growth of Aph. Flos-aquae in 
Upper Klamath Lake would not be changed under any of the five 
Alternatives analyzed in the EIS/EIR.  The presence of Aph. Flos-
aquae at population levels which would permit collection in Upper 
Klamath Lake would persist under all alternatives.   
 
Commercial enterprises that collect algae may have a role in 
improving water quality in Klamath Basin lakes.  For example 
Simplexity was included by PacifiCorp in their “Plan for Water 
Quality Management Actions for Copco and Iron Gate Reservoirs” 
(PacifiCorp 2009). 

 

 



AO_MC_1018_004  
  

Klamath Falls Hearing - 10-18-2011 
---o0o--- 

STATEMENT PROVIDED BEFORE PUBLIC HEARING 
(Directly to Court Reporter) 

 
MS. SHIRLEY KERNS:  My name is Shirley Kerns, K-e-r-n-s.  
  
I'm here as a board member to speak for the  
  
Klamath Bucket Brigade.  
  
The Bucket Brigade was formed to promote the  
  
rally and the parade that was held here in Klamath where  
  
thousands of people came after the water shutdown in 2001.  
  
We went on to form an official organization,  
  
Klamath Bucket Brigade, and it was formed for the purpose  
  
of sponsoring the Klamath Relief Convoy that spread the  
  
message of the plight of the Klamath Basin farmers and  
  
ranchers, and it brought several hundred thousand dollars  
  
of relief into the basin.  
  
Our mission statement is to promote individual  
  
and property rights that are vital to the safety, social  
  
and economic well being of the United States.  
  
We have continued as an organization, as we  
  
believe farmers and ranchers are still under assault in  
 

 

this basin.  While we had hoped that any agreement put  
  
together in the Klamath Basin would benefit all farmers  
  
and ranchers, unfortunately, the Klamath Basin Restoration  
  
Agreement does not meet that standard.  
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We cannot support the removal of dams that  
 
produce clean hydroelectric energy in a time when our  
  
electric bills for both home and irrigation are rising  
  
rapidly.  
  
The Klamath Bucket Brigade, therefore, is  
  
adamantly opposed to dam removal and to the Klamath Basin  
  
Restoration Agreement and the Klamath Hydroelectric  
  
Settlement Agreement, as they are currently constituted.  
  
The agreements represent a minority of special  
  
interest groups and spreads the cost to every U.S.  
  
taxpayer.  
  
The Bucket Brigade board of trustees will  
 
support an agreement backed by a majority of the residents  
 
of the entire Klamath River Basin and that assures all  
 
property and water rights are protected.  
 
We will be submitting written comments on  
  
specific issues that we have with the draft EIS, which we  
  
feel is a political and not a scientific document.  
  
Thank you very much for your time.  
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Comment Author Kerns, Shirley 
Agency/Assoc. Klamath Bucket Brigade, Inc. 
Submittal Date October 18, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_MC_1018_004-1 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record.  No 
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Comment Author Knight, Curtis 
Agency/Assoc. California Trout 
Submittal Date December 23, 2011 
 

Portions of this letter are verbatim duplicates of comments submitted in the comment author’s submittal 
coded - AO_LT_1229_054. Responses to those initial comments that were duplicated in this letter are 
presented in this EIS/EIR alongside AO_LT_1229_054. Responses to comments provided in this letter 
that were not also submitted as a part of AO_LT_1229_054 are listed below. 
 
Comment Code Comment Response Change in

EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1223_055-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 
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Comment Author Lawrence, Rebecca 
Agency/Assoc. Mid Klamath Watershed Council 
Submittal Date October 25, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_MF_1025_007-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 
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Comment 1 - Fish
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Comment 2 - Water Quality

Comment 3 - Land Use

Comment 4 - Economics

Comment 5 - Water Rights/
Supply
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Comment Author Lilly, John 
Agency/Assoc. Keno Irrigation District 
Submittal Date November 18, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1118_070-1 Master Response AQU – 3 Coho Native Status not Critical to 
NEPA or CEQA. 
 
Master Response AQU – 4 Coho are Native. 
 
The comment, as submitted, provides no evidence to support the 
claim that coho salmon are not native to the Klamath River  
 
Master Response AQU – 5 Will Benefit all Salmonids. 
 
Master Response AQU – 6 Expert Panel Coho, Steelhead and 
Chinook. 
 
Master Response AQU – 7 Expert Panel Uncertainty Likelihood of 
Success. 
 
Master Response AQU – 17 Expert Panel Second Line of 
Analysis, Not the only line of Evidence. 
 
Master Response AQU – 16 Benefits to Coho. 
 
Master Response AQU – 21 NRC Dam Removal Help Coho. 
 
Master Response AQU – 11 NMFS BO, ESA and KBRA Water 
Management. 
 
The comment provides no evidence that fall flows under 
Alternatives 2 or 3 would be inadequate to provide conditions 
suitable for coho salmon migration upstream during the fall.  

No 

AO_LT_1118_070-2 The Coho panel report (Dunn et al. 2011) did not state that, “total 
nutrient concentrations in the Klamath River downstream of Iron 
Gate Dam would increase.” Or that there will be long-term 
increases in harmful algae. In contrast, Dunn et al. (2011) 
consistently maintained that, “The Panel lacked the information to 
extrapolate a likely small (if any) reduction in nutrient loading on 
downstream water quality and fish production.” 
 
Neither the Coho panel nor the Chinook panel concluded that 
disease issues were likely to become worse with dam removal. On 
the issue of fish disease, the Dunn et al. (2011) concluded on p. 
51, “Removal of dams can result in reductions in disease 
incidence for Coho over that expected under Current Conditions if 
flows under the Proposed Action are sufficient to disrupt 
polychaetes in the channel bed and disease is not spread with 
increased habitat access.” The panel was consistent on the issue 
of fish disease in stating (including on p. 51), “The information 
available is insufficient to determine the net overall effects of the 

No 

Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR

Vol. III, 11.7-440 - December 2012



Comment Author Lilly, John 
Agency/Assoc. Keno Irrigation District 
Submittal Date November 18, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

Proposed Action.” Similarly, the Chinook panel report (Goodman 
et al. 2011) on p. 13, that “Although several aspects of the 
Proposed Action could lead to a reduction in disease-related 
mortality, uncertainty about these aspects is very high.”  
 
As stated in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.3 (p. 3.3-88), the 
Proposed Action would be expected to reduce impacts on 
salmonids from fish disease. The main factors contributing to 
parasitic fish disease in the Klamath include habitat (pools, eddies, 
and sediment); microhabitat characteristics (stable flows and low 
velocities); host proximity to spawning areas; and water 
temperatures greater than 15°C (Bartholomew and Foott 2010). 
 
The removal of the Four Facilities would be likely to reduce habitat 
quality for the polychaete host by reducing reservoir habitat, and 
restoring seasonal flow patterns and sediment dynamics that 
reduce the stability of the host’s favored habitats. The removal of 
Iron Gate Dam would also remove a major barrier to fish 
migration, reducing the concentration of adults that presently 
occurs downstream of the dam. Greater dispersal of spawning 
adult salmon would reduce their proximity to dense populations of 
polychaetes. 
 
Master Response AQU-27 Disease. 
 
Master Response AQU-17  Expert Panel Second Line of Analysis, 
Not the Only Line of Evidence. 

AO_LT_1118_070-3 Specific actions to meet Oregon and California nutrient TMDL over 
a 50-year time period have not been fully developed and it should 
not be concluded that taking 44,479 acres of land out of farm 
production for wetlands would likely occur to meet TMDL goals. 
 There are other TMDL nutrient reduction actions that may 
eventually be implemented that do not take large amounts of 
farmland out of production.   However, wetlands may be a 
component of nutrient reduction strategies.    
 
The Chinook Expert Panel’s calculations of the number of acres of 
wetlands (44,479) that would be needed are based on removing 
100% of the phosphorus entering Upper Klamath Lake.  The 
TMDL goal is for a 40 percent nutrient reduction, which would 
decrease the number of wetland acres needed in the Expert 
Panel’s calculation by 60 percent. The Expert Panel also indicates 
that use of “treatment” wetlands, which may sequester up to 10 
times more phosphorus than “natural” wetlands, would increase 
the feasibility of this nutrient reduction strategy.  If sequestration of 
phosphorus in wetlands is closer to “treatment” wetlands than 
“natural” wetlands, it would decrease the number of wetland acres 

No 
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Comment Author Lilly, John 
Agency/Assoc. Keno Irrigation District 
Submittal Date November 18, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

the Expert Panel calculate by up to an additional 90%.  
 
It is important to note that KBRA restoration programs were not 
designed to specifically meet TMDL goals for nutrient reductions in 
the upper basin.  Those nutrient reduction goals are prescribed in 
California and Oregon TMDL reports prepared to meet Clean 
Water Act requirements, which is a completely different process 
than implementation of KBRA programs.  Implementation of KBRA 
programs, however, is expected to accelerate meeting TMDL 
goals in the Klamath Basin.  As described in Chapter 2 of the 
EIS/EIR, implementation of many specific elements of the KBRA is 
unknown and not reasonable foreseeable at this time.  

AO_LT_1118_070-4 Section 3.15 analyzes the estimated changes to the agricultural 
sector. The analysis includes job effects, based on implementation 
of the KBRA, which are discussed in Section 3.15. Over the period 
of analysis, employment in the agricultural sector is anticipated to 
be an important part of the regional economy. Agricultural land will 
not necessarily be permanently removed from production. 
 
Agricultural impacts are largely a function of hydrology modeling 
estimates. Future hydrologic conditions, including agricultural 
water supply, are discussed in the technical report entitled 
“Hydrology, Hydraulics and Sediment Transport Studies for the 
Secretary’s Determination on Klamath River Dam Removal and 
Basin Restoration,” which can be found on 
www.klamathrestoration.gov. 
 
Some KBRA actions would change agricultural water supply, on-
farm pumping costs, and water acquisitions in the Klamath Basin, 
which would affect irrigated agriculture and farm revenues (see p. 
3.15-50 and 3.15-71). KBRA would provide a higher degree of 
certainty with respect to agricultural water supplies, which, over 
the period of analysis, would reduce the potential adverse impacts 
on the agricultural sector that would be anticipated under the No 
Action/No Project Alternative. 
 
Additional details on the methodology and results of the economic 
analysis can be found in the Economic and Tribal Summary 
Technical Report and the Irrigated Agriculture Economics 
Technical Report. These reports can be found on 
www.klamathrestoration.gov.  

No
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Comment Author Lilly, John 
Agency/Assoc. Keno Irrigation District 
Submittal Date November 18, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1118_070-5 Master Response WSWR-4 Summary of Effects to Water 
Supply/Water Rights for Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 for 
Municipal, Agricultural, and Tribal Use.  
070 
 
The KBRA would not produce more water for agriculture; however, 
several provisions would seek to improve water reliability for 
agricultural water users in the Upper Basin. The KBRA considers 
several storage projects as well as several other KBRA programs 
like the On-Project Plan that optimize water management and may 
increase water reliability in the Upper Basin.   
 
In response to the comment on restoring water from the Trinity 
River, the purpose of the NEPA and CEQA environmental review 
process is to disclose to decision makers and the public the 
significant environmental effects of a Proposed Action or project 
(40 CFR Section 1502.1). Trinity River restoration is not a part of 
the Proposed Action and therefore, it is beyond the scope of this 
Draft EIS/EIR. 

No 
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KLAMATH OFF-PROJECT 
WATER USERS ASSOCIATION 

Secretary Salazar,Department of interior 
Klamath EIR/EIS comments/ questions 

Please answer and or address these concerns: 

1. Secretary Salazar’s document we are commenting on is nearly 2,000 
pages long. How can ordinary citizens be expected to have any in-depth 
understanding of this document in the short time period allowed.  We 
need at least six months to study and have the needed understanding of 
this complex document and the far reaching implications. Destroying four 
dams and the possible environmental disaster cannot be rushed into. 

2. The dam removal and KBRA may have started out as a possible solution 
to the water problems in the Klamath River Basin, but the final product 
does not deliver.  Dam removal does not produce any additional water. It 
only takes water away from irrigated agriculture and gives it to fish. In my 
book, PPEOPLE are more important than fish. 

3. This entire process, supported and funded by the Department of Interior, 
mirrors the corrupt, biased and illegal process used in the San Joaquin 
Valley, shutting down hundreds of thousands of acres of the most 
productive farm land in the United States. The exact tactics used there 
are again being used here in the Klamath River Basin. Flagrantly biased, 
non-peer reviewed, so called “best available science”, paid for by 
stakeholders in the dam removal and KBRA effort, is being used by 
Secretary Salazar to justify moving ahead on dam removal. I pray a Judge 
from Oregon will harshly reprimand Secretary Salazar as did U. S. 
District Court Judge Oliver Wanger. Presiding Judge Wanger gave a 
scathing reprimand to the Department of Interior calling their actions in 
the San Joaquin Valley as violating the law but also attempting to deceive 
the Court in justifying their actions. Again, this process is being repeated 
here in the Klamath River Basin. 

4. Using known biased, faulty so called “best available science” such as the 
Stillwater Report and the economic study compiled by David Gallo, is at 
least highly inappropriate and at worst, illegal. The Stillwater Report was 
funded by American Rivers. David Gallo’s study was paid for by Cal Trout 
and Prosper. These groups and or their Directors are signatories to both 
the KHSA and KBRA. Nothing like being TRANSPARENT! 

5. Using River Design as the lead in modeling and consulting aspects in the 
so called “science” seems to follow the government direction of using 

AO_LT_1120_035

Comment 1 - NEPA

Comment 2 - Water Rights/Supply

Comment 3 - Out of Scope

Comment 4 - NEPA

Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR

Vol. III, 11.7-444 - December 2012



those with a proven track record of failure in their field. River Design 
provided modeling and consulting in both recent dam removal projects 
on the Rogue River. Both projects have a lot of OOPS resulting from dam 
removal. The Rogue River is a very clean river system compared to the 
Klamath River. Any type of OOPS in the Klamath Dam Removal will result 
in an environmental disaster of epic proportions. 

66. Secretary Salazar’s Report assumes there will be no adverse effect in 
allowing 22 million cubic yards of sediment, toxic or not, to freely flow to 
the Pacific. I am not allowed to put over 5 yards of rock or dirt in a river 
because of the harm it will do to the fish and their habitat. This massive 
amount of sediment can easily sterilize the entire river for 100 years or 
more.   

7.  Secretary Salazar is ignoring his own “expert panel “ of six  that stated in 
their June 16th, 2011, report that the entire dam removal and restorations 
could  bboost ssalmon population in parts of the upper basin by 10%, only if 
all the other water qquality problems were solved first. Solving all the 
water quality problems would require reversing “mother nature’s” 
natural occurring phosphorus that is prevalent in the entire upper basin. 
This panel also recognized that fish would still have to be trucked around 
Keno dam and Keno reservoir. One of the experts, Wim Kimmerer, an 
environmental research professor from San Francisco State, went as far 
to say ““I think there is no way in hell that they are going to solve the 
basin’s water quality problems.”  Wim Kimmerer also stated,,” It doesn’t 
seem to me like they’ve thought about the big picture very much.”  This 
same panel said this entire process amounts to a huge ““experiment.”It is 
no wonder that dam removal supporters are doing everything possible to 
discredit or ignore Secretary Salazar’s own “expert panel.”  

8. The cost of dam removal will be extremely expensive.  Since rate payers 
will be paying for this cost, this will cause a large cost increase on 
electricity to rate payers, including homeowners and elderly.  I am very 
concerned about how the rate payers and tax payers are going to afford 
this increase in electricity costs. The actual cost of dam removal is 
largely believed to be in excess of $3 billion  and we will be the ones to 
pay the price. 

9. It is unclear who will be liable for the removal of the dams.  If the Federal 
government is going to incur the liability, then this cost, which will be 
huge, will be passed on to tax payers.  Tax payers are already facing the 
daunting burden of repaying the national debt.  When is the government 
going to stop spending tax dollars they do not have? 

10.The KBRA and KHSA are irrevocably attached, so you cannot sign onto 
just one agreement, you have to agree with and totally support both 
agreements.  

Comment 5 - Sediment Transport
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11.The hydroelectric plants, which currently provide electricity, will be 
decommissioned with the dams.  How will this electricity production be 
replaced?  The proposed government off-set is significantly less than 
estimated cost of establishing new power sources.  Who will pay this 
difference for establishing new, ggreen ppower sources?  How will this 
affect power rates, if rate payers are partially funding the establishment?  
I am concerned that we will not find an economical, environmentally 
friendly way to replace this lost green power source. 

12. I do not think that alternatives to dam removal were explored.  Such 
alternatives may include improved fish ladders or trucking fish as is 
conducted on the Columbia River.  Dean Brockbank, vice president and 
general counsel of PacifiCorp was quoted as saying the government 
“made it very clear from a public policy point of view that they did not 
want these dams relicensed.  Once that became abundantly clear, we 
shifted our framework from relicensing to a settlement involving a 
possible dam removal framework”.  What this statement makes 
abundantly clear to me is that top level officials within the Department of 
Interior conspired to orchestrate the removal of the dams from the 
beginning and that the rest of this discussion was simply window 
dressing and not a sincere attempt to settle the issues with all options 
available. 

13. I am concerned about the precedence that this settlement agreement will 
set.  Removing four relatively small dams within the Klamath River system 
will have an effect on the Upper Klamath Basin in terms of water supply 
and power rates.  However, the greater effect is the precedence that this 
sets.  Can you imagine what will happen if this settlement agreement is 
used to argue the removal of Columbia River and Snake River dams? 
Environmental groups have long been successful at taking baby steps 
toward a large long-term goal.  With each baby step there is little 
concern.  And then one day you turn around and realize you are now 
taking out Columbia River dams, not just a small crumbling Chiloquin 
Dam.  Please stop the environmental groups from marching over the 
Klamath River system as a small baby step on their way to much larger, 
more detrimental steps.   

14.Dam Removal is absurd because the Dams provide electricity for 70,000 
homes.  Why destroy this clean energy and then raise our power rates 
with more expensive and less reliable energy.  Dam removal is expected 
to cost somewhere between 450 million and 4 billion dollars.  This does 
not include the cost of replacement power. Then on top of all this we have 
another billion dollars with this “restoration agreement”  where we have 
government programs where we take more and more land out of 
agricultural production, buy the tribes 90 thousand acres, and provide 
big money to water marketers. This Settlement agreement is nothing 
more than a massive raid on taxpayer’s wallets.   If dam removal is such a 
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good idea why not make those people who advocate for it pays for it 
instead of us taxpayers and ratepayers. 

15. I am being coerced into signing an agreement.  I do not understand the 
complete implications of the agreement, as it does not provide sufficient 
details for me to come to a comfort level with it. 

 
16.What is going to happen with the comments we are presenting?  Who is 

going to incorporate the comments?  Or are we just commenting to 
appease the public that we have had an opportunity to comment, but 
nothing will actually come of the comments?  

 
17. I am very concerned that the citizens within Klamath County will not have 

a way to require the Klamath Tribes to follow through with their part of 
this settlement agreement (Sec. 2.2.8 pg 15).  The citizens cannot sue the 
Klamath Tribes, a sovereign nation, to enforce the terms of this 
agreement.  This makes me nervous that if I agree to everything within 
the KBRA and KHSA, and the Tribes do not uphold their end of the deal, I 
am simply out of luck with no recourse 

 
18.This settlement agreement does not appear to provide any assurances 

that the irrigation water inside or outside the Klamath Project will be 
delivered.  This concern is primarily in reference to the endangered fish 
living within Klamath River system and Upper Klamath Lake.  If federal 
agencies decide the fish need more water, then the irrigation water will 
still be shut off.  Therefore, even if we make this agreement and sign 
away portions of our Upper Basin water, we still have no guarantee that 
water will be delivered for irrigation. (Sec. 21.4.1 pg 152, Sec. 22.1.3 pg 
154, &  Sec. 21.3.1.B.e pg 151)  

 
19.Do you want power and rate uncertainty?  The removal of the Klamath 

dams will destroy electricity for 70,000 homes, equal to an area larger 
than the City of Klamath Falls losing its power permanently!  Where is the 
renewable, greener replacement power that is to replace the power 
generated by the existing dams? This is just one of the negative aspects 
of the KBRA and the Klamath dam removal.  

20.The KBRA and KHSA, gives new meaning to the phrase “I’m from the 
government, trust me.”  The KBRA is an alleged agreement formulated by 
26 groups meeting secretly for several years.  They even signed a 
confidentiality agreement, so the general public would not know what’s 
going on behind closed doors.  What happened to Due Process and 
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transparency? Check out Sec. 34.1 pg 171, in the KBRA. A prime 
example of Due Process being thrown out the window. 

21.Upper Basin irrigators requested three things:  reasonable power rates, 
assurances that endangered species would not further threaten 
irrigation water supply, and guaranteed water supply to irrigators not 
included in the water buyout.  It is very obvious that there is no affordable 
power rate for agriculture, no guarantee of water and absolutely no 
protection from the ESA or Biological Opinions, in the KHSA and KBRA, 
Sec 22.5. 

22.The KBRA and KHSA as written limit the possibility of any off stream 
storage, such as Long Lake, for agricultural purposes.  The KBRA 
dedicates more water to instream flows, which will not be allowed to be 
used for the off stream storage and any off-stream storage would be for 
fish only, being called “Environmental Water”, Sec 20.5-20.5.2.  The need 
for off stream storage is huge.  The KBRA will not allow for additional 
storage rights, as all of the additional water available will be required to 
remain instream for fish. 

23.What exactly are the Klamath Tribes giving up in return for all of the large 
concessions in the KBRA and the Klamath Hydroelectric Settlement 
Agreement? Could you please list the tangible objects which the Klamath 
Tribes are giving up? Remember, they have no water right, only a claim..  

24. I am not certain that the Klamath Tribes have compromised on any 
aspect of their demands.  It appears that they are receiving everything 
they are asking for, while giving up nothing in return.  

25.  The term of the KBRA is limited to 50 years, found in section 1.6, page 5.  
Dam removal is permanent, water right amounts, instream amounts and 
priority dates advocated for in the KBRA will be permanent, water right 
buyouts will be permanent, Mazama Tree Farm 90,000 acre land give-
away is permanent.  There is no guarantee of water, affordable power or 
protection from the ESA or Biological Opinions. This is anything but fair 
and equitable in terms of “compromise”.   

26.This settlement agreement has the term of fifty years (sec.1.6, pg 5).  At 
the end of fifty years, which is not that long, what incentive will there be 
to continue providing any of the hoped for benefits? The agreement will 
no longer be in place, which will allow for the government and power 
companies to void their incentives and raise rates as they please. All the 
concessions in the KBRA & Dam Removal are permanent. 

27.Under the terms of the settlement, the Klamath Tribes will be receiving 
90,000 acres of private timber lands, primarily at the expense of the 
federal government (Sec. 33.2, pg 170).  I do not understand why the 
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Klamath Tribes should be given land, instead of having to pay for it like 
the rest of the citizens within Klamath County.  Can the government 
please give me some other land with irrigation water, since the 
government is effectively taking away my irrigation water which I 
purchased at a fair market value? 

28.The Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement if implemented would destroy 
upper basin  livelihoods.  The Tribes are seeking essentially all of the 
water in  stream.   The KBRA and KHSA require Tribes and Environmental 
organizations to target upper basin irrigators, before regulating the 
Klamath Project.  This agreement is grossly unfair.  Now we have a major 
agreement proponent Sustainable Northwest paying Becky Hyde in 
excess of $63,000, to promote this devastating so-called settlement, all 
the while failing to mention that settlement as written would destroy 
upper basin irrigators.   

29.The additional in-stream claims pushed in the KBRA and KHSA, will put 
the 30,000 acre feet of irrigation water diverted to the Rogue Valley at 
risk.  This water is used by many irrigators in the Rogue Valley including 
Bear Creek Orchards. (Sec. 20.5.2.E, pg. 142 & Sec. 18.2.6, pg. 123) 

30.Numerous times I have read in the newspaper that the Settlement 
Agreement would guarantee water for agriculture.  Unfortunately, the 
settlement agreement says no such thing.  In fact, the settlement 
agreement is abundantly clear that there are no such protections and 
that the US Fish and Wildlife Service still has authority to shut down the 
project just like they did in 2001.   This agreement is tearing our 
community apart; please help us stop it unless there are major fixes to 
these terrible conditions. (Sec 21.4.1 pg 152 & Sec. 22.1.3 pg 154) 

31. It seems we have a lot of people having a financial incentive to promote 
settlement.   Settlement proponents are paying at least one off-project 
proponent of settlement as a consultant.   Settlement also advocates in 
excess of 100 million dollars in water marketing schemes both on project 
and off-project.  Some people have made a lot of money marketing water.  
And finally the refuges were historically last to get water in times of 
shortages, now the refuges appear to be guaranteed a fixed amount of 
water under settlement.   Would this water not come from other 
agricultural users, and would this water not benefit those farmers who 
farm the refuges at the expense of other farmers. Are these people 
supporting settlement doing so because it is good for the community, or 
because it is good for their pocket book at the expense of the 
community? 

32.The Trinity River is historically a large contributor of flow to the Klamath 
River.  Now the majority of the Trinity River goes to the central valley of 
California to supply their agricultural, industrial and municipal uses.  This 
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is unfair that large quantities of cold water are taken away from Klamath 
flows, essentially to satisfy the shortages which were created by the 
diversion of the Trinity River to the Sacramento River system.  The Trinity 
River diversion is specifically protected in the KBRA. (Sec. 2.2.12, pg 16) 

  

33.As a farmer and rancher, I never thought that I would live in a community 
where I would have to become a welfare recipient.  I do not want to 
depend on government programs and funds to survive.  I am concerned 
about losing my way of life, independence and dignity. 

 
34.What happens if you do not participate in the KBRA or KHSA?  Say I 

choose to pay tariff rate for power, then what can the KBRA or KHSA do 
to me? 

 
35.Which physical ground is going to be dried up with the so called loss of 

100,000 acre feet of water from the Klamath Project? 
 

36.Citizens within the Klamath Basin who harvest timber have to pay timber 
tax.  This timber tax is paid to Klamath County for uses including schools 
and emergency services.  Will the Klamath Tribes be required to pay tax 
on timber harvests?  The current agreement only provides funding to 
Klamath County to offset the property tax.  Will Klamath County be 
provided these timber tax dollars by the state or federal government, if 
the Klamath Tribes are not required to pay them.  These tax dollars are 
desperately needed to help cover the costs of the Klamath County 
schools and other local services. 

37.This agreement has been proposed to limit law suits.  I am not sure that it 
will limit law suits, particularly if it does not resolve all of the contests 
within the Klamath adjudication.  It appears the only limitation on lawsuits 
is by having the Off-Project Power Users endorse the settlement as a step 
in the process to receive lower power rates.  It would be difficult for an 
Off-Project Power User to both sue and support an agreement or an 
agreement consequence.   

38.How do you expect us to sign on to an agreement when the settlement 
groups are still working on filling in the details and understanding the 
implications?  

39.Settlement agreement advocates that our water right be targeted at the 
same time as baiting the mouse trap with “affordable power”. 
Unfortunately, this affordable power is not guaranteed. It is only if some 
government funding comes through. But the land going out of agricultural 
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production, the dams being removed, and the requirement that 
Environmentalists and Tribes target the off project irrigators every time 
they need more water, our guaranteed under settlement. The power 
program is funded through a loan, which will have to be repaid at some 
point. (Sec. 17.7.2.B pg 118 & Sec. 17.7.3C pg 119) Unfortunately, the 
only guarantee the settlement provides is that there will be a lot less land 
in agriculture production.  

40. If the KBRA and KHSA is the fix-all for everything, why do state laws need 
to change to accommodate all its parameters? 

41.100,000 acres of irrigated land have been permanently retired by 
governmental and The Nature Conservancy purchases.  The KBRA will 
permanently retire an additional 30,000 acre feet of water with a formula 
for much more (Sec. 16.1 pg 105 & Sec 16.2.2B, pg 108).  This will lead to 
ruin in the cattle business, the biggest agricultural business in Klamath 
County.  The support industries all the way from local country stores to 
the local implement dealers will be crippled.   

42.Do we want thousands of acres of land lying idle and becoming a dust 
bowl?  The proposed KBRA & KHSA will dictate considerably more water 
for refuges, less for agriculture than has historically been the case, 
hurting our local economy and reducing tax revenues.  We crippled the 
timber industry; do we harm the agricultural community as well?  (Sec. 
15.1.2.B) 

43.Water claims for the Klamath Project were filed under the Oregon and US 
Reclamation Acts, which called for irrigation uses.  Under KBRA & KHSA, 
uses would be expanded for fish and wildlife.  Deadlines have long 
passed to amend claims filed.  How can we legally amend these claims at 
this time?  (Sec. 15.1.1.A.i, pg. 52) 

44.The Oregon adjudication grants rights based upon historical uses.  
Project usage has been dependent on stored water.  How can stored 
water under the KBRA & KHSA  now be dedicated to these new instream 
purposes and now allow calling on Upper Basin water to meet the Project 
needs? 

45.Who elected all of the new governing bodies established within the KBRA 
and KHSA?   

46.Since the KBRA and KHSA are so controversial in southern Oregon, why 
had it not been put to the public for a vote? 

Thank you for taking the time to address aall of these questions and 
concerns.  
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Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR

Vol. III, 11.7-452 - December 2012



Comment Author Mallams, Tom 
Agency/Assoc. Klamath Off-Project Water Users Assoc. 
Submittal Date November 20, 2011 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1120_035-1 Master Response N/CP-12 Comment Period. No 
   
AO_LT_1120_035-2 Master Response WSWR-1 Effects to Agricultural Water Supply.  No 
   
AO_LT_1120_035-3 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record.  No 
   
AO_LT_1120_035-4 Master Response GEN-3 Best Available Information. No 
   
AO_LT_1120_035-5 
 

Master Response AQU-1 Sediment Amounts and Effects to Fish. 
 
Master Response AQU-2 Sediment Dredging. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1120_035-6 
 

Master Response AQU-22 Expert Panel Considered in Entirety. 
 
Master Response AQU-6 Expert Panel Coho, Steelhead and 
Chinook. 
 
Master Response AQU-7 Expert Panel Uncertainty Likelihood of 
Success. 
 
Master Response AQU-19 Chinook Expert Panel Proposed Action 
Better Than No Action. 
 
A summary of existing poor water quality in the Upper Klamath 
Basin is presented in the Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.3.1 Existing 
Conditions (p. 3.2-19 to 3.2-33). Additional details are provided in 
Appendix C (p. C-1 to C-86). The presence and operation of the 
Four Facilities affect many aspects of water quality in the Klamath 
River, including slower transport of water downstream, interception 
and retention of sediment, organic matter, nutrients, and other 
constituents that would otherwise be transported downstream, and 
alteration of seasonal water temperatures when compared to free-
flowing stream reaches.  
 
Existing data and numeric models described in the Draft EIS/EIR 
Section 3.2.4.3.2 (p. 3.2-76 to 3.2-125) indicate that dam removal 
would improve water quality in the Hydroelectric Reach and the 
Klamath River downstream of Iron Gate Dam by decreasing late 
summer/early fall water temperatures, increasing seasonal 
dissolved oxygen concentrations, decreasing seasonal pH levels*, 
and decreasing or eliminating high seasonal chlorophyll-a and 
algal toxin concentrations (see also Table 3.2-14, p. 3.2-149 to 
3.2-161). Water quality improvements in Upper Klamath Basin, 
including the Keno Impoundment, are critically important to water 
quality further downstream in the Klamath River. As described in 
the Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4.3.1 No Action/No Project 
Alternative (p. 3.2-47 to 3.2-76), full attainment of the Oregon and 

No 
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Comment Author Mallams, Tom 
Agency/Assoc. Klamath Off-Project Water Users Assoc. 
Submittal Date November 20, 2011 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
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California TMDLs would eventually be beneficial for algal-derived 
suspended material, nutrients, dissolved oxygen, pH and algal 
toxins/chlorophyll-a in the Hydroelectric Reach; however, it could 
require decades to achieve and is highly dependent on 
improvements in Upper Klamath Lake and the Keno 
Impoundment. As described in the Draft EIS/EIR Section 
3.2.4.3.2.10 KBRA (p. 3.3-125 to 3.2-132), resource management 
actions implemented under KBRA as part of the Proposed Action 
would accelerate long-term improvements in water quality, 
including those anticipated under the TMDLs. Additional detail on 
the interaction of the TMDLs and the Alternatives is provided by 
the Water Quality SubTeam (2011) (also referred to as the Water 
Quality SubGroup), as cited in the Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.5, p. 
3.3-241. This document, entitled "Assessment of Long Term 
Water Quality Changes for the Klamath River Basin Resulting from 
KHSA, KBRA, and TMDL and NPS Reduction Programs" can be 
found at http://klamathrestoration.gov/keep-me-
informed/secretarial-determination/role-of-science/secretarial-
determination-studies.  
 
Salmonids that use the Upper Klamath Basin evolved with the 
naturally occurring phosphorous levels. Volcanic activity has 
dominated the geology of Upper Klamath Basin for the past 35 
million years. Consequently, relatively high levels of phosphorus 
are present in Upper Klamath Basin’s volcanic rocks and soils. 
The Draft EIS/EIR provides considerable text on this subject in 
Appendix C (p. C-19 to C-23). Erosion is currently understood to 
be the major process by which sediment-associated particulate 
phosphorus is delivered from the upper sub-basins of the Wood, 
Williamson, and Sprague Rivers to Upper Klamath Lake (ODEQ 
2002). During peak flows, particulate phosphorus has been 
observed to increase to 60 percent of the TP load compared to 
less than 5 percent during summer low flows (Kann and Walker 
1999). The observed seasonal increase in particulate phosphorus 
loading and increase in volume-weighted concentration of TP 
during high flows may be indicative of degraded watershed 
conditions (Kann and Walker 1999), where land uses including 
road building, forestry, grazing and agriculture have altered upland 
and riparian plant communities and subsequently increased 
contribution of phosphorus through erosion to Upper Klamath Lake 
(DEA 2005). Based on available information, local watershed 
groups have suggested that insufficient data exists to clearly 
demonstrate the proportion of TP loading due to natural sources 
and the proportion due to degraded riparian conditions and 
increased water yields (Connelly and Lyons 2007, Rabe and 
Calonje 2009). However, research published in peer reviewed 
journals demonstrates that although levels of naturally occurring 
phosphorus are elevated in Upper Klamath Lake, historical land 
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use activities in the Upper Klamath Basin resulted in increased 
nutrient loading to the lake, subsequent changes in its trophic 
status, and associated degradation of water quality (Bradbury et 
al. 2004, Eilers et al. 2004). Nitrogen sources to the lake have 
been identified as upland erosion, return flows from agricultural 
lands, and in situ nitrogen fixation by cyanobacteria (ODEQ 2002) 
(Draft EIS/EIR, Appendix C, Section C-3, p. C-19–20). As noted 
above, resource management actions implemented under KBRA 
as part of the Proposed Action would accelerate long-term 
improvements in water quality. 
 
The comment as written does not accurately represent the findings 
of Expert Panels nor does it provide evidence that resolution of all 
water quality problems would require reversal of natural 
phosphorous levels prevalent in the entire Upper Klamath Basin.  
Summertime increases in pH levels and daily variability could 
occur in the Klamath River immediately downstream of Iron Gate 
Dam due to periphyton colonization. These increases would be 
less-than-significant. 
 
As noted in the Draft EIS/EIR on p. 2-39, trap and haul around 
Keno is seen as a temporary solution, for a single fish stock (fall 
Chinook adults) and would only be done seasonally when water 
quality cannot meet certain criteria (U.S. Department of the Interior 
[DOI]  2007; NOAA 2007). These conditions generally occur 
during the period July- October, however they can occur over a 
broader period on occasion.   In some years it may not be 
necessary. In the long run, implementation of KBRA and TMDLs 
may eliminate the need for trap and haul around Keno 
Impoundment/Lake Ewauna, or sooner if engineering solutions to 
the low summer DO in the Keno reach can be found and 
implemented. Trap and haul around the four dams would bypass 
58 miles of important salmonid main stem and tributary habitat and 
cold water refugia (Administrative Law Judge 2006). 

   
AO_LT_1120_035-7 
 

Master Response COST-1 Cost Estimate.  
 
Master Response COST-3 Cost of Power Surcharge.  

No 

   
AO_LT_1120_035-8 
 

Master Response HYDP-2 Power Production at the Four Facilities. 
 
Master Response GHG-1 Green Power. 
 
Master Response GHG-2 Rate Increases. 
 
Master Response GHG-3 Replacement Power. 
 

No 

AO_LT_1120_035-9 All 18 of the alternatives considered in Reclamation’s Klamath No 
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 Project are discussed in Appendix A of the EIS/EIR. Alternatives, 
including the No Action/No Project Alternative were developed in 
accordance with NEPA and CEQ Regulations. Of the 18 
considered alternatives, 5 were carried forward for complete 
analysis in the EIS, including Alternative 1, the No Action/No 
Project Alternative and Alternative 4, which considers fish passage 
at all 4 dams. Trapping and hauling was considered as part of 
Alternative 9, Trap and Haul Fish (Draft EIS/EIR, Section 2.2). 
Alternative 9 was not carried forward for full analysis in the Draft 
EIS/EIR because it did not meet the screening criteria established 
for alternatives to the Proposed Action (Draft EIS/EIR Appendix A, 
Section 4.2.9, p. 4.9).  
 
PacifiCorp is signatory to the KHSA which acknowledges the 
interests of both the general public and PacifiCorp’s customers 
(KHSA Recitals, p. 1–2). The KHSA is one part of a basin-wide 
approach to address the continuing and unresolved issues related 
to the basin resources that have resulted from over-stressed water 
supplies and water quality concerns (Draft EIS/EIR, p. ES-1). 
Alternatives 1 (No Action/No Project), 4, and 5 do not implement 
the KHSA. The Draft EIS/EIR describes and analyzes 4 Action 
Alternatives and the No Action/No Project Alternative. The 
Secretary of the Interior would select an alternative for 
implementation. The Secretary may also pick the No Action/No 
Project Alternative or a blend of alternatives. 

   
AO_LT_1120_035-10 
 
 

The effects of dam removal to water supply and power rates are 
discussed in the EIS/EIR in Section 3.6, Flood Hydrology  and 
Section 3.15, Socioeconomics respectively.  Reclamation’s 
Klamath Project has no relationship to dam removal potential 
elsewhere in the country.   

No 

   
AO_LT_1120_035-11 
 

Master Response HYDP-2 Power Production at the Four Facilities.  
 
Master Response GHG-1 Green Power. 
 
Master Response GHG-2 Rate Increase. 
 
Master Response GHG-3 Replacement Power.  
 
Master Response COST-1 Cost Estimate.  

No 

   
AO_LT_1120_035-12 Master Response GEN-12 Comment Period. 

 
Master Response N/CP-20 Response to Public Comment. 

No 
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AO_LT_1120_035-13 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of the 
Record. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1120_035-14 The Proposed Action includes removal of the Four Facilities, as 

described in the KHSA, and it has less than significant impacts 
(after mitigation) to water supply or water rights. The potential to 
affect water supplies for the Klamath Project or users in the Upper 
Klamath Basin is associated with actions in the KBRA. The KBRA 
is a connected action to the Proposed Action and analyzed on p. 
3.8-18 to 3.8-24. As discussed on p. 3.8-18, a primary purpose of 
the KBRA is to increase water supply reliability. The KBRA would 
not guarantee water supply for agriculture, but it would establish 
water diversion limitations that would be more reliable in the long-
term and simultaneously develop programs to address decreased 
diversions. For example, the On-Project Plan would seek to 
implement projects that could help optimize water management 
and potentially increase supplies to address decreased diversions.  
The comment author is correct that the KBRA does not provide 
assurances of these deliveries because it cannot limit application 
of the Endangered Species Act; however, the actions in the KBRA 
would improve water supply reliability in the future. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1120_035-15 
 

Master Response HYDP-2 Power Production at the Four Facilities. 
 
Master Response GHG-1 Green Power. 
 
Master Response GHG-2 Rate Increases. 
 
Master Response GHG-3 Replacement Power. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1120_035-16 
 

Master Response GEN-20 PacifiCorp Private Ownership of 
Hydroelectric Facilities.  
 
Master Response KHSA-1 Negotiations of KHSA and KBRA. 
 
The KBRA does not limit the possibility of off-stream storage.  It 
includes provisions to study off stream storage, such as Long 
Lake.  “Reclamation shall work diligently to complete appropriate 
studies for off-stream storage projects.”  (KBRA, Section 18.3) 
 
The KBRA does include in-stream flow requirements that may 
affect the amount of water available to be stored in an off-stream 
storage reservoir.   However, the existing Biological Opinions have 
in-stream flow requirements and future conditions would also have 
in-stream flow requirements that may also limit off-stream storage 
opportunities. These flow limitations would exist regardless of the 
implementation of the KBRA.  

No 
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AO_LT_1120_035-17 
 

In return for benefits for the Klamath Tribes and their members, 
including the commitments made by the parties to this Agreement 
and the events beneficial for the Klamath Tribes enumerated in 
this Agreement, and without terminating or relinquishing the treaty 
rights underlying these claims, the Klamath Tribes, on behalf of 
themselves and their members, subject to the conditions stated in 
Section 15.3.5.C, relinquish and release the following claims 
against the United States, its agencies, or employees relating to 
actions in the Klamath Basin, excluding the Williamson River 
drainage above Kirk, and the drainage above the Sycan Marsh, 
above the Oregon-California border that first accrued at any time 
up to and including the Effective Date: i. all claims resulting from 
(a) water management decisions, including the failure to act, or (b) 
the failure to protect, or to prevent interference with, the Tribes’ 
water or water rights, that relate to damages, losses, or injuries to 
water, water rights, land, or natural resources due to loss of water 
or water rights (including damages, losses, or injuries to hunting, 
fishing, gathering rights or other activities, due to loss of water or 
water rights); ii. all claims relating to the litigation of the Klamath 
Tribes’ water rights in the KBA in Oregon in Cases 282 and 286; 
and if the OPWAS under Section 16.2.1 is successful in resolving 
the contests in any other case in the KBA, all claims relating to the 
litigation of such other case; and iii. all claims relating to the 
negotiation, execution, or adoption of this Agreement and the 
Hydroelectric Settlement.  

No 

   
AO_LT_1120_035-18 
 

Master Response N/CP-13 KBRA Analyzed as a Connected 
Action.  
 
Master Response KBRA-5 KBRA and Klamath Tribes. 
 
Master Response KHSA-1 Negotiations of KHSA and KBRA. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1120_035-19 Master Response KBRA-5 KBRA and Klamath Tribes.  No 
   
AO_LT_1120_035-20 
 

Master Response WSWR-5 Klamath Adjudication. 
 
Alternatives 2 and 3 include the KBRA, and these alternatives 
would have very little effect on water supply and water rights 
upstream from Upper Klamath Lake.  In this area, the KBRA 
includes provisions to purchase water from willing sellers, but it 
would not affect any other users that did not volunteer to 
participate. 
 
The Lead Agencies were not able to substantiate the discussion of 
impacts to the Rogue Valley. 
 
Master Response GEN-7 Unsubstantiated Information. 

No 
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AO_LT_1120_035-21 
 

Trinity River flows and their relationship to the Central Valley 
Project (CVP) are not part of the Proposed Action for dam 
removal. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1120_035-22 
 

At this time, it is not known what specific parcels and properties 
would be affected as a result of water diversion limitations from 
Upper Klamath Lake. 
 
Water diversion limitations could be met through a variety of 
actions including: 
 
• Creation of conservation easements, forbearance agreements, 

and/or land acquisitions intended to reduce water use for 
irrigation. This could result in land fallowing and/or a shift in crop 
types to dry land crops. 

 
• Implementation of water use efficiency and conservation 

measures to reduce surface water use, including drip irrigation. 
 
• Development of new groundwater sources, and the potential 

creation of new surface and groundwater storage areas.  
 
All KBRA actions would undergo detailed development and 
analysis in the future. Therefore NEPA and/or CEQA analyses for 
the actions contained in the KBRA would be tiered as appropriate 
to this EIS/EIR. Future NEPA and CEQA analyses would include 
this more detailed analysis of which parcels and properties would 
be affected by KBRA programs. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1120_035-23 
 

Among the various provisions under full implementation of the 
KBRA, tribes that are parties to the agreement would agree to not 
exercise their senior water rights within the basin and to relinquish 
claims for natural resources damages (KBRA Section 15) in 
exchange for increases in fisheries (dam removal and fisheries 
habitat restoration programs) and assistance with acquisition of 
the Mazama Forest.  
 
As described on p. 2-36 and 2-37 in Chapter 2 of the Draft 
EIS/EIR, the NEPA Lead Agency, the DOI, is analyzing the KBRA 
as a connected action. NEPA defines connected actions as those 
actions that are closely related or cannot or would not proceed 
unless other actions are taken previously or simultaneously (40 
CFR 1508.25(a)(1)(ii)). Some actions or component elements of 
the KBRA are independent obligations and thus have independent 
utility from the KHSA, but the implementation of several significant 
elements of the KBRA package would be different, if the 
determination under the KHSA is not to pursue full dam removal. 
Recognizing that implementation of many elements of the KBRA 

No 
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are unknown and not reasonably foreseeable at this time, the 
connected action analysis is being undertaken at a programmatic 
level. Consequently, appropriate NEPA compliance would be 
completed for the KBRA in the future.  

   
AO_LT_1120_035-24 
 

The Klamath agreements are examples of negotiations designed 
to resolve longstanding legal battles over the use of water 
resources in the Klamath Basin. There are provisions in law that 
allow parties to negotiate privately to resolve litigation and to keep 
the contents of discussions confidential. This is what occurred in 
the negotiations over PacifiCorp’s Klamath Hydroelectric Project, 
as well as the related Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement. 
PacifiCorp, tribes, environmental, fishing and agriculture interests 
are using these meetings to negotiate agreements that avoid 
litigation. The Federal Government often times has a vested 
interest in resolving the litigation as well. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1120_035-25 
 

Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of the 
Record.  
 
Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
and Others Disapprove of Dam Removal. 
 
The purpose of the EIS/EIR is to evaluate impacts of a project and 
to inform the public and decision makers of these impacts, not to 
convince individuals or parities that they should “sign on to” a 
settlement agreement.   
 
This EIS/EIR has been developed in accordance with the 
requirements of NEPA and CEQA to analyze the potential impacts 
to the environment from the removal of the four PacifiCorp dams 
on the Klamath River as contemplated in the KHSA and from the 
implementation of the KBRA. Together, these two agreements 
attempt to resolve long-standing conflicts in the Klamath Basin. 
Some of the conflicts and issues these agreements attempt to 
resolve are enumerated on Draft EIS/EIR p. ES-1 and ES-8-9. The 
activities leading to the development of the KHSA and the KBRA 
are discussed on p. ES-7-13. Both the KHSA and KBRA were 
negotiated and signed by a diverse array of over 40 parties with an 
interest in resolving Klamath Basin issues. The goal of the KHSA 
is found on p. 3 of the agreement and the goals of the KBRA are 
found on p. 4 of that agreement. See Klamathrestoration.gov for 
the KHSA and KBRA. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1120_035-26 
 

The KBRA and KHSA are not intended to be the “fix-all for 
everything.”  As stated in the KHSA, the parties entered into the 
KHSA to resolve the pending FERC relicensing proceeding by 
establishing a process for potential facilities removal  (KHSA, 

No 
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section 1.2).  Legislation is necessary to carry out the settlement 
(KHSA, section 2.1.1).   The State of California was to recommend 
legislation for Water Bond Funds (Appendix G-1, KHSA) and 
CEQA (Appendix G-2, KHSA). To date, that legislation has not 
been introduced. 
 
As discussed in the EIS/EIR Section 3.5, removal of the Four 
Facilities could result in the incidental take of a number of species 
that are now considered “fully protected” pursuant to Fish and 
Game Code Sections 3511(a)(1) and 5515(a)(1).  These species 
are listed in KHSA Section 2.1.1 (C). That section states that 
within 60 days of concurrence by the State of California with an 
Affirmative Determination, CDFG would provide draft legislation to 
the parties regarding a limited authorization to take these species, 
if such authorization is necessary for implementation of the KHSA.  
EIS/EIR Section 3.5 and Section 6, Table 6.2 address the need for 
this legislation and compliance of project alternatives with Fish and 
Game Code.  An analysis of the environmental impacts of project 
alternatives on the species listed KHSA Section 2.1.1 (C) is 
included in EIS/EIR Section 3.5.  

   
AO_LT_1120_035-27 
 

The fact that irrigated land has purchased or retired in the past is 
not relevant to the set of alternatives analyzed in the EIS/EIR.  
What is relevant to the regional economic analysis is the extent to 
which the Agreements might result in additional lands being 
temporarily or permanently removed from agricultural production, 
and the income and employment impacts that might be associated 
with this.  To the extent data was available, the implications of 
lands being shifted to conservation uses is analyzed in the 
EIS/EIR.  In addition, it is useful to note that the relevant language 
in the KBRA Section 160202, which states: 
 
 “G. Voluntary Participation
 
Participation by Off-Project Irrigators in any of the measures to 
achieve the WURP purpose is voluntary. 

H. Compensation for Voluntary Participation

I. Acquisition of water rights or uses to achieve the WURP purpose 
will be compensated, as applicable, through market mechanisms 
based upon values mutually agreed to by purchaser and seller, as 
informed by appraisals.” 

No 

   
AO_LT_1120_035-28 
 

The expansion of Reclamation’s Klamath Project purposes is not 
intended to and would not create or amend any water rights.  It 
would allow Reclamation’s Klamath Project water to be used for all 
purposes that are otherwise lawful under other State and Federal 

No 
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law and would not be limited by the current irrigation-only purpose 
of Reclamation’s Klamath Project.  Additionally, any new uses of 
stored water under the KBRA would be supported by water rights 
and otherwise consistent with applicable law.  
 
Master Response WSWR-5 Klamath Adjudication.  

   
AO_LT_1120_035-29 
 

The KBRA was negotiated to provide as much local control as 
possible to decisions affecting local resources. Under Federal law 
such local control over resources can be met through the 
implementation of a committee established pursuant to the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA). The KBRA does call for 
the establishment of a FACA committee. 

No 
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AO_LT_1213_045-1 
 

Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 
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November 18, 2011 

Gordon Leppig 
California Department of Fish & Game 
619 Second Street 
Eureka, CA 95501 

SENT VIA EMAIL ( KSDcomments@dfg.ca.gov)

 RE: Draft EIS/EIR analyzing the impacts of Klamath dam removal 

Dear Mr. Leppig, 

These comments are submitted on behalf of Spokane Riverkeeper, a non-profit 
organization in Spokane, Washington.   

Spokane Riverkepeer is a membership organization with a mission to preserve and 
protect the Spokane River watershed. As a member of the international Waterkeeper 
Alliance, we fight for our right to clean water in nearly 200 watersheds worldwide, 
including the Klamath River watershed.  Though we focus our individual efforts on our 
own watersheds, we exercise our ability to raise awareness for clean water and healthy 
communities across the world.  Because of this mission, Spokane Riverkeeper supports 
Alternative 2 in the Klamath Facilities Removal DEIS, the full removal of four dams 
scenario.  We feel strongly that this option is best for healthy fish runs, healthy 
communities and cleaner water in the Klamath watershed.

As citizens of the western United States, we have engrained in our cultural DNA an 
understanding of clean, cool, free-flowing rivers.  Rivers that provide one of life’s 
essential resources, bountiful recreation opportunities, economic advantages and  
ecological health.  We also have come to live with the fact that Rivers are why we live 
where we do; they are why some of the west’s great communities sprouted where they 
did.  As we have progressed as a nation, we have reached a point where many of these 
Rivers are no longer needed to provide the way they once did.  That is nature’s way of 
saying it’s time for something new.  

Full removal of the four Klamath River dams would drastically improve fish runs on the 
Klamath River by providing cold, clean, oxygen-rich water along hundreds of miles 
of historic spawning habitat.  Improved fish runs would provide a trickle-down benefit 
for other animal populations and overall ecosystem health in the Klamath River 
watershed.  Water flows would also increase, which is a huge benefit for water and 
economic security for agriculture communities in the area.

Comment 1a - Approves of Dam Removal 

Comment 1b - Approves of Dam Removal 
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Removing the aging dams would help the surrounding community as well as the entire 
western United States start to move towards a cleaner and greener energy future.  We 
have no chance of developing a green-jobs market until we have a paradigm shift, a shift 
that would be jumpstarted by removing the four dams.  The Klamath River could provide 
the blueprint on how the western United States leads the rest of the country into the clean 
and green energy future we so desperately need to realize.

Spokane Riverkeeper appreciates the opportunity to show support for Alternative 2 in the 
Klamath Facilities Removal DEIS.  It’s not that often that we reach so far out of area to 
comment on a local issue, but when you’re talking about ecosystem restoration and clean 
water, there are no boundaries.  Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 

Bart Mihailovich 
Spokane Riverkeeper 
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AO_LT_1118_043-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 
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AO_LT_1121_039-1 A response to this comment is not required under CEQA or NEPA 
because the comment does not raise a significant environmental 
issue (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088; NEPA Regulations 40 
CFR 1503.4).  However, California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) as lead agency complied with the criteria for identifying a 
lead agency as required under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15051).)  Additionally, the comment author discusses the Battle 
Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project as an example 
where the State Water Resources Control Board acted as CEQA 
lead agency, but the circumstances under which the State Water 
Resources Control Board acted as CEQA lead agency for that 
project were different than for the Proposed Action. 

No 

AO_LT_1121_039-2 The comment constitutes legal argument and does not raise or 
address a significant environmental impact of the project, so no 
response is required under the CEQA (CEQA Guidelines, sec. 
15088).  The signing of the KHSA and KBRA was not a “project” 
under CEQA and did not require CEQA compliance since the 
agreements did not bind or commit any public agency to any 
course of action; rather, they establish a process whereby certain 
actions will be analyzed.  The KHSA itself requires California to 
conduct CEQA review of Facilities Removal (KHSA, sec. 3.2.5).  In 
the event of an Affirmative Determination, California must still 
make an independent decision whether it concurs with the 
Secretary’s determination (KHSA, sec. 3.3.5).  The CDFG as lead 
agency complied with the criteria for identifying a lead agency as 
required under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines, sec.  15051).    
 
Both the KBRA and the KHSA simply identify the general nature of 
improvements and activities that may occur in the future, and set 
the framework for the Proposed Action that is addressed in the 
Klamath Facilities Removal EIS/EIR. That point is made in the 
very first paragraph of the Draft EIS/EIR (p. 1-1, Chapter 1 
Introduction). Neither agreement commits public agencies to a 
definite course of action with respect to improvements and 
activities that may ultimately come to fruition. In fact, to the 
contrary, both agreements specifically state that nothing in the 
either agreement is intended or shall be construed to be a pre-
decisional commitment of funds or resources by public agency 
party. Nothing in either agreement is intended or shall be 
construed to predetermine the outcome of any regulatory approval 
or other action by a public agency party necessary under 
applicable law in order to implement either agreement – see, 
specifically, Article 1.6.6 of the KHSA and Article 2.6.6 of the 
KBRA. Additionally, both agreements specifically contemplate the 
need for NEPA and CEQA review of improvements and activities 
that may ultimately occur – see, specifically Article 3.2 of the 

No 
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Comment Author Minasian, Meith, Soares, Sexton, & Cooper, LLP. 
Agency/Assoc. Siskiyou County Water Users Assoc. 
Submittal Date November 21, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

KHSA and Article 2.2.7 of the KBRA. 

AO_LT_1121_039-3 Portions of the KBRA that are reasonably expected to occur in the 
future even without implementation of the KHSA, are included as 
part of the No Action/No Project Alternative in the Draft EIS/EIR.  
 
As described on p. 2-13 and 2-14 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the No 
Action/No Project Alternative would only include the portions of the 
KBRA that are ongoing resource management activities. These 
resource management actions could receive additional funding 
and could be expanded or accelerated through the KBRA; 
however, they were started or under consideration before the 
KBRA was developed and would move forward even without the 
KBRA. Therefore, the No Action/No Project Alternative includes 
the following resource management actions: 
• Williamson River Delta Project  
• Agency Lake and Barnes Ranches Project  
• Fish Habitat Restoration  
• Climate Change Assessment 
 
As defined by CEQA Guidelines, existing conditions are the 
conditions at the time of the Notice of Preparation (NOP). The 
NOP was released on June 21, 2010; therefore existing conditions 
are described for this time period and only include actions that 
have been implemented by June 2010.  

No 

AO_LT_1121_039-4 As described under NEPA regulations Section 1502.13, the 
Purpose and Need "shall briefly specify the purpose and need to 
which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives 
including the Proposed Action." CEQA regulations Section 15124 
describes that a clearly written statement of objectives helps the 
Lead Agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to 
evaluate in the EIR. "The statement of objectives should include 
the underlying purpose of the project" (CCR Title 14, Chapter 3, 
Article 9 Section 15124). The purpose and need and CEQA 
project objectives were developed to reflect the underlying goals 
and objectives included in the KHSA and KBRA. The Lead 
Agencies set forth a reasonable statement of purpose and need 
and project objectives regarding why the action was proposed and 
what it hoped to achieve. Moreover, the Lead Agencies formulated 
a reasonable range of alternatives to meet the purpose and 
need/project objectives.  
 
Master Response ALT-2 Elimination of Alternative 10 - Fish 
Bypass: Bogus Creek Bypass and Alternative 11 - Fish Bypass: 
Alternative Tunnel Routing from Detailed Study.  

No 

AO_LT_1121_039-5 In the court case cited in the comment, the El Dorado County 
Water Agency and El Dorado Irrigation District were seeking to 

No 
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Comment Author Minasian, Meith, Soares, Sexton, & Cooper, LLP. 
Agency/Assoc. Siskiyou County Water Users Assoc. 
Submittal Date November 21, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

purchase Project 184 from Pacific Gas & Electric. The concerns 
regarding inadequate information were related to water levels in 
the reservoirs in Project 184, which were directly part of the project 
description. 
 
The Proposed Action in the EIS/EIR consists of removal of the 
Four Facilities, and the EIS/EIR includes detailed hydraulic and 
hydrologic modeling of the existing conditions and potential future 
conditions with and without the action alternatives. Actions within 
the upper watershed are part of the KBRA, which is a connected 
action. The KBRA analysis, however, is programmatic, as 
described in Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, because the 
details of this plan are unknown and not reasonably foreseeable at 
this time. A program-level document is appropriate when a project 
consists of a series of smaller projects or phases that may be 
implemented separately. These programs will likely undergo 
detailed development and analysis in the future. Therefore, it is 
anticipated additional NEPA and CEQA analyses for the suite of 
actions contained in KBRA will be tiered as appropriate to this 
EIS/EIR. Additional information regarding actions in the upper 
watershed would be analyzed in additional detail, if necessary, in 
these subsequent documents. 

AO_LT_1121_039-6 P. ES-46 through ES-48 and Table ES-7 describe the “areas of 
known controversy” raised by the public and agencies during 
development of the EIS/EIR.  
 
The two areas of controversy the comment author has identified 
have been added to the list of areas of controversy (Table ES-7) in 
the EIS/EIR. 

Yes 
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Comment Author Nielson, Dan 
Agency/Assoc. Klamath Bucket Brigade, Inc. 
Submittal Date December 12, 2011 

 

 
Comment Code Comment Response Change in 

EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1208_040-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 
 
Master Response COST-1 Cost Estimate.  
 
Master Response GHG-2 Rate Increase. 

No 

AO_LT_1208_040-2 Master Response GHG-1 Green Power. 
 
Master Response GHG-3 Replacement Power. 
 
Master Response GEN-3 Best Available Information. 

No 

AO_LT_1208_040-3 Master Response GEN-3 Best Available Information.  No 

AO_LT_1208_040-4 Appendix A of the Draft EIS/EIR includes a wide range of 
alternatives representing diverse viewpoints and needs based on 
internal and public scoping. The alternatives that moved forward 
for more detailed analysis in this EIS/EIR are those that best meet 
the NEPA purpose and need and CEQA objectives, minimize 
negative effects, are feasible, and represent a range of reasonable 
alternatives (see Appendix A for more information).  The comment 
author suggests that the Draft EIS/EIR does not include an 
alternative to dam removal; however, Alternative 4 - Fish Passage 
at Four Dams provides an alternative that leaves the dams in 
place. 

No 

AO_LT_1208_040-5 The Klamath Facilities Removal project or the Klamath 
Hydroelectric Settlement Agreement and Klamath Basin 
Restoration Agreement do not in any way influence the 
requirements of the Upper Klamath Lake TMDL. That said, the 
Upper Klamath Lake TMDL relies on designated management 
agencies (DMAs) to develop implementation plans to achieve 
TMDL goals and objectives. The Oregon Department of 
Agriculture as the responsible agency for agricultural sources has 
developed a series of recommended (i.e., voluntary) best 
management practice (BMP) guidelines for agricultural operations 
to employ. There are sources other than agriculture that will also 
contribute to reduced nutrient loadings. The action under 
consideration (Klamath Facilities Removal) is unrelated to the 
requirements of any TMDL.  

No 

AO_LT_1208_040-6 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record.  
 
Master Response KBRA-5 KBRA and Klamath Tribes. 

No 
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Comment Author Nielson, Dan 
Agency/Assoc. Klamath Bucket Brigade, Inc. 
Submittal Date December 12, 2011 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1208_040-7 Water quality in the Klamath River is affected by the geology and 
meteorology of the Klamath Basin, as well as current and historical 
land- and water-use practices (see Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.3.1 
Existing Conditions, p. 3.2-19 to 3.2-33, and Appendix C, p. C-1 to 
C-86). Upper Klamath Lake and portions of the Klamath River 
have historically been known to be productive and at times 
eutrophic water bodies (see studies cited in the Draft EIS/EIR 
including Bradbury et al. [2004], Coleman et al. [2004]*, and Eilers 
et al. [2001]). Findings presented in the Draft EIS/EIR are 
consistent with this understanding. Recent land use disturbances 
and changes in hydrology have led to hypereutrophic conditions in 
Upper Klamath Lake that frequently violate water quality standards 
and place designated beneficial uses in the lake and in the 
receiving waters of the Klamath River at risk. Water quality in the 
Klamath River is linked to that of Upper Klamath Lake; as 
presented in the Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.3.3 to 3.2.3.7 (p. 3.2-23 
to 3.3-30) and Appendix Section C.2 to C.6 (p. C-8 to C-63), 
extensive monitoring and research has been conducted for 
development of the Upper Klamath Lake TMDLs that shows the 
lake is a major source of nitrogen and phosphorus loading to the 
Klamath River and this nutrient loading can negatively affect other 
water quality parameters such as dissolved oxygen, pH, 
chlorophyll-a, and algal toxins in the river. While alkalinity is an 
important aspect of water chemistry, particularly since it 
characterizes the buffering capacity of water against rapid pH 
changes, a full and independent analysis of the role of alkalinity in 
Klamath River water quality was not deemed necessary for the 
Draft EIS/EIR. Instead, alkalinity is indirectly incorporated into the 
water quality analyses through consideration of pH. As stated in 
Appendix Section C.5.2, p. C-47, “Because the Klamath River is a 
weekly buffered system (i.e., has typically low alkalinity <100 
mg/L), it is susceptible to photosynthesis-driven daily swings in 
pH.” The pH analyses for the No Action/No Project Alternative and 
the Proposed Action are provided in Draft EIS/EIR Sections 
3.2.4.3.1.5 (p. 3.2-66 to 3.2-68) and 3.2.4.3.2.5 p. 3.2-112 to 3.2-
117.  
 
* Coleman et al. (2004) was not originally cited in the Draft 
EIS/EIR. This reference has been added to the Final EIS/EIR and 
can be downloaded from the following link: 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0041010109003
481 

Yes 

AO_LT_1208_040-8 Master Response WQ-1 Sediment Deposits Behind the Dams and 
Potential Contaminants.  

No 

   
AO_LT_1208_040-9 Master Response WSWR-1 Effects to Agricultural Water Supply.  No 
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Comment Author Nielson, Dan 
Agency/Assoc. Klamath Bucket Brigade, Inc. 
Submittal Date December 12, 2011 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1208_040-10 The hydrology data are key inputs in the economics analysis.   
The hydrology analysis modeled the results with the 
implementation of the KBRA including water supply reliability and 
included an analysis of drought frequency under the action 
alternatives and No Action/No Project Alternative.  The 
assumptions used in the hydrology analysis are discussed in detail 
in “Hydrology, Hydraulics and Sediment Transport Studies for the 
Secretary’s Determination on Klamath River Dam Removal and 
Basin Restoration,” Technical Report No. SRH-2011-02. Prepared 
for Mid-Pacific Region, US Bureau of Reclamation, Technical 
Service Center, Denver, CO.  This report can be found on 
www.klamathrestoration.gov 
 
Based on the hydrology assumptions presented in “Hydrology, 
Hydraulics and Sediment Transport Studies for the Secretary’s 
Determination on Klamath River Dam Removal and Basin 
Restoration,”  Agricultural production for the No Action and Action 
alternatives is equal in all years except for 5 modeled drought 
years.  In these modeled drought years the agricultural model and 
regional impact models estimate a positive effect in regional 
employment, labor income, and sales compared to the No 
Action/No Project Alternative.  The agricultural analysis and the 
regional analysis are further discussed in Irrigated Agriculture 
Economics Technical Report, and Benefit Cost and Regional 
Economic Development Technical Report these reports can be 
found on www.klamathrestoration.gov.  
 
The comment author is correct that jobs associated with dam 
removal will be short-term, during the 1-2 year period of dam 
removal activities.  However, expenditures on dam removal will 
result in positive employment impacts during this period. 

No 
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AO_MC_1026_019 
KLAMATH DAM REMOVAL 
DRAFT EIS/EIR HEARING 

OCTOBER 26, 2011 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
ARCATA, CALIFORNIA 

MR. OGAN: My name is Chet Ogan, O-g-a-n. I'm a  

the conservation chair for the Redwood Region Audubon  

Society, representing almost 900 members here locally in  

Humboldt, Del Norte, southwestern Siskiyou, and western  

Trinity County.  

I am for dam removal, Alternative 2 or  

Alternative 3. I would like to see the function of the  

ecosystem using best management practices and adaptive  

management. But I do have concerns about long-term water  

quality allocations, in light of climate change. And I  

would also like to -- we would also like to see  

functional restoration of the Shasta and Scott Rivers.  

Thank you. 

Comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal  

Comment 2 - Out of Scope 
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Comment Author Ogan, Chet 
Agency/Assoc. Redwood Region Audubon Society 
Submittal Date October 26, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_MC_1026_019-1 The Secretary of the Interior acknowledges that there are many 
people who support dam removal and there are many who 
maintain that the dams should stay in place. There are a range of 
reasonable alternatives presented in the Draft EIS/EIR; 18 
alternatives are presented in the Draft EIS/EIR, five of which are 
examined in detail using the best available science. There are 
positive and negative aspects for each of these alternatives. The 
potential effect of each alternative is discussed in the EIS/EIR and 
will be fully considered by the Secretary, along with public input 
and peer reviewed science before making a final determination. 

No 

AO_MC_1026_019-2 Actions on the Scott and Shasta Rivers are not part of the 
Proposed Action. 

No 
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AO_EM_1230_051

-------------------------------------------  
From: Andrew Orahoske[SMTP:ANDREW@WILDCALIFORNIA.ORG]
Sent: Friday, December 30, 2011 2:41:58 PM  
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; KSDcomments@dfg.ca.gov
Subject: additional comments from EPIC  
Auto forwarded by a Rule  
EPIC would like add the following comment. 
 
The DEIS fails to address the Lost River and Shortnose Sucker recovery and proposed critical habitat 
designation.  Please add the attached U.S. Fish Wildlife Service proposed rule to the record for the DEIS.   
 
Thank you. 
 

Andrew J. Orahoske 
Conservation Director 

Environmental Protection Information Center 
145 G Street, Suite A 
Arcata, CA 95521 
Tel: (707) 822-7711 
www.wildcalifornia.org
 

Comment 1 - Fish 
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Comment Author Orahoske, Andrew 
Agency/Assoc. Environmental Protection Information Center 
Submittal Date December 30, 2011 
  

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_EM_1230_051-1 The final rule for the designation of critical habitat for the Lost 
River and shortnose sucker has been incorporated into the 
analysis in the EIS/EIR. 
 
As discussed in Section 3.3.4.3 of the Draft EIS/EIR under 
Alternatives 2 p. 3.3-126) and 3, The KBRA is expected to provide 
benefits to sucker populations through: nutrient reduction, 
reconnecting former wetlands to Agency Lake, reconstructing 
quality rearing habitat for early life stages, and restoring spring 
shoreline spawning habitat among others. The KBRA speaks to 
the settlement of long-running disputes concerning the use of 
Klamath Basin water for irrigation, fish and wildlife. It also speaks 
to water quality improvements in the basin. Addressing the water-
related issues within the basin is expected to benefit all species of 
resident fish, including suckers. The  EIS/EIR concludes that 
based on improved habitat quality, the effect of the Proposed 
Action would be beneficial for Lost River and shortnose sucker 
populations in the Long Term (Draft EIS/EIR p. 3.3-127). The 
Resident Fish Expert Panel concluded that a dams out plus KBRA 
management scenario provides promise for preventing extinction 
of sucker species and for increasing overall population abundance 
and productivity (Buchanan et al. 2011). 

No 
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Comment Author Orahoske, Andrew 
Agency/Assoc. Environmental Protection Information Center 
Submittal Date December 27, 2011 
 

Portions of this letter are verbatim duplicates of comments submitted in the comment author’s submittal 
coded - GP_WI_1110_480. Responses to those initial comments that were duplicated in this letter are 
presented in this EIS/EIR alongside GP_WI_1110_480. Responses to comments provided in this letter 
that were not also submitted as a part of GP_WI_1110_480 are listed below. 
 
Comment Code Comment Response Change in 

EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1227_047-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 

AO_LT_1227_047-2 The Draft EIS/EIR describes the NEPA Purpose and Need/CEQA 
Project Objectives in Section 1.4.2. These statements clearly 
indicate the need for action alternatives to address water needs of 
agriculture, refuges, and fish. The alternatives are designed to 
meet the Purpose and Need/Project Objectives by addressing fish 
needs as well as agriculture and refuge water needs rather than 
prioritizing one element of the Purpose and Need/Project 
Objectives at the expense of other elements. 

No 

AO_LT_1227_047-3 Master Response AQU – 11 NMFS BO, ESA and KBRA Water 
Management.

No 

AO_LT_1227_047-4 Trinity River flows and their relationship to the CVP are not part of 
the Proposed Action for dam removal.  

No 
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Comment Author Pennington, Nathaniel 
Agency/Assoc. Salmon River Restoration Council 
Submittal Date October 20, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_MF_1020_011-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 

   
AO_MF_1020_011-2 An estimate of the future filling of the Klamath Dams under the No 

Action Alternative can be found on p 3.11-18 of the EIS. 
 
This indicates an overall reduction in reservoir storage capacity of 
13 percent by year 2061. This would have a minimal effect on 
reservoir operations and project benefits. 

No 
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Comment Author Rice, Jack 
Agency/Assoc. California Farm Bureau Federation 
Submittal Date December 30, 2011 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1230_064-1 Master Response GEN-3 Best Available Information. 
 
Master Response GEN-7 Unsubstantiated Information.  
 
Master Response GEN-13 Range of Alternatives Considered. 
 
Master Response N/CP-18 Process to Select Alternatives for 
Detailed Analysis.  
 
Provisions in NEPA and CEQA require that a project be sufficiently 
defined in order to inform the public and decision makers of what 
the Proposed Action is, and in order to conduct public scoping to 
seek public input on formulation of project alternatives.  The 
agreements framed the extent and nature of the scientific studies 
completed and underway. The Lead Agencies believe the EIS/EIR 
is fully compliant with NEPA and CEQA. 

No 

AO_LT_1230_064-2 Master Response N/CP-18 Process to Select Alternatives for 
Detailed Analysis.  
 
Master Response GEN-7 Unsubstantial Information.  
 
A summary of the environmental impacts and proposed mitigation 
for each impact is summarized in Table 5-1 of the EIS/EIR.  
Table 5-2 presents the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 
alternatives.  A detailed description of the mitigation for each 
significant impact is described in Chapter 3 for each resource.  
 
Both the KBRA and the KHSA simply identify the general nature of 
improvements and activities that may occur in the future, and set 
the framework for the Proposed Action that is addressed in the 
Klamath Facilities Removal EIS/EIR. That point is made in the 
very first paragraph of the Draft EIS/EIR (p. 1-1, Chapter 1 
Introduction). Neither agreement commits public agencies to a 
definite course of action with respect to improvements and 
activities that may ultimately come to fruition. In fact, to the 
contrary, both agreements specifically state that nothing in the 
either agreement is intended or shall be construed to be a pre-
decisional commitment of funds or resources by public agency 
party. Nothing in either agreement is intended or shall be 
construed to predetermine the outcome of any regulatory approval 
or other action by a public agency party necessary under 
applicable law in order to implement either agreement – see, 
specifically, Article 1.6.6 of the KHSA and Article 2.6.6 of the 
KBRA. Additionally, both agreements specifically contemplate the 
need for NEPA and CEQA review of improvements and activities 
that may ultimately occur – see, specifically Article 3.2 of the 
KHSA and Article 2.2.7 of the KBRA. 

No 
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Comment Author Rice, Jack 
Agency/Assoc. California Farm Bureau Federation 
Submittal Date December 30, 2011 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1230_064-3 In addition to the action alternatives, the EIS/EIR fully analyzes 
Alternative 1, the No Action/No Project Alternative. This alternative 
considers future conditions with the dams in place and no fish 
passage is installed. All action alternatives are compared to 
Alternative 1, thereby determining if these alternatives would 
produce adverse or beneficial effects compared to the dams 
remaining in place with no fish passage.  

No 

AO_LT_1230_064-4 Master Responses GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record.  
 
Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal 
and Others Oppose Dam Removal. 
 
With regards to the KBRA, several water conservation and 
management actions are intended to benefit both anadromous 
salmonids and endangered sucker populations.  A copy of the 
KBRA is available on the klamathrestoration.gov web page and 
can be downloaded through this link: 
http://klamathrestoration.gov/sites/klamathrestoration.gov/files/Kla
math-Agreements/Klamath-Basin-Restoration-Agreement-2-18-
10signed.pdf. 
 
A cornerstone of the KBRA is the agreement to limit diversions to 
Reclamation’s Klamath Project in exchange for certain assurances 
among the parties in the Oregon water rights adjudication process 
and with respect to the exercise of certain tribal water rights.  A 
description of the Programmatic Measures included under the 
KBRA is provided in Section 2.4.3.9 of the EIS/EIR, KBRA – 
Programmatic Measures. Most of the programs that provide 
additional water for fish are organized under the Water Programs 
section of the KBRA.  
 
Section 3.8.4.3 of the EIS/EIR provides information regarding 
water supply and water allocation.  The KBRA, which is a 
component of the Proposed Action, encompasses several 
programs that could affect water rights and water supply, including 
the Water Diversion Limitations Program (Program), the On-
Project Plan and Drought Plan. The Program provides specific 
allocation of water for refuges and limitations on specific 
diversions for the Reclamation’s Klamath Project intended to 
increase water availability for fisheries purposes. The program 
would be implemented during dry years to increase flows for 
fisheries by reducing Reclamation’s Klamath Project diversion 
upstream of approximately 100,000 acre-feet. Water diversions 
could increase by 10,000 acre-feet for irrigation in some years if: 
1) dam removal is implemented, 2) 10,000 acre-feet of new 
storage is created, or 3) Klamath Basin Coordinating Council 
concurs. Implementation of the diversion limitations would include 

No 
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assurances of increased reliability of diversions. The On-Project 
Plan provides the framework for management of Water Diversion 
Limitations implementation. While reducing diversions during the 
driest years would affect water supply for irrigation, it would not 
affect what is needed for public health and safety. Water may not 
be available to fulfill some water rights or adjudication claims 
during dry years; however the On-Project Plan, Drought Plan, and 
Future Storage Opportunities to be implemented as part of the 
KBRA would help to offset a portion of these deficiencies. These 
plans would provide mechanisms for irrigators to plan for water 
deliveries based on the type of water year. It is likely that health 
and safety issues related to water supply would be a priority 
whereas, water for irrigation would likely be less of a priority. The 
geographic separation between the Water Diversion Limitations 
and the hydroelectric facility removal actions analyzed above 
reduce the potential for negative water supply effects generated by 
this program from contributing to water supply effects generated 
by facility removal.  
 
Reclamation (2012d) conducted an analysis comparing river flows 
under the No Action Alternative (BO flows) and the Proposed 
Action (Alternative 2) which includes one of many possible 
management scenarios for KBRA type flow releases over a fifty 
year time period.  Results of this modeling analysis indicate that 
the average monthly flows at Iron Gate are generally similar 
between these two alternatives.  The exceptions to this are the 
months of October to December, where the average flows are 
about 200 to 400 cfs less under Proposed Action than under the 
No Action Alternative, and in April, where the flows are about 300 
cfs higher under the Dam Removal Alternative than under the No 
Action Alternative.    
 
The annual flow at Keno Dam is generally similar between the two 
alternatives except for the few driest years on record. In these dry 
years, the agricultural supply is significantly reduced under the No 
Action Alternative, whereas the agricultural supply is much less 
severely impacted under the Dam Removal Alternative; therefore, 
more flow is released to the Klamath River under the No Action 
Alternative than under the Dam Removal Alternative. At Iron Gate 
Dam from July through November, the flows are commonly around 
800 cfs under the Dam Removal Alternative during these 
extremely dry years whereas the flows are more commonly 
between 1000 and 1300 cfs under the No Action Alternative.    
 
To insure adequate protection of Chinook salmon spawning and 
incubation habitat a minimum based flow of 800 cfs was 
incorporated into the hydrology modeling effort for the period from 
October through February (Reclamation 2012d, Appendix E).  
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Establishment of this base flow insures that at least 75 percent or 
greater of the available Chinook salmon spawning habitat from the 
R-Ranch study site downstream to the Brown Bear study site is 
provided in every year (Hardy et al. 2006).  
 
Reclamation (2012d) also found that the 50 percent exceedance 
flows (normal years) under the Dam Removal Alternative are 
about 5 to 15 percent greater for the months of April and June to 
August and about 15 to 20 percent less for the months of October 
to December.  The 90 percent exceedence flows (dry years) are 
similar for the two alternatives from March to September, but for 
the months of October to February, the No Action Alternative 90 
percent exceedance flows are about 20 to 30 percent larger (290 
to 360 cfs larger).     
 
In the Effects Determinations Section (3.3.4.3), the EIS/EIR states:  
 

- “Over the long term, the Proposed Action would alter the 
hydrograph so that the duration, timing, and magnitude of 
flows would be more similar to the unregulated conditions 
under which the native fish community evolved (Hetrick et 
al. 2009). While mean annual flows would not substantially 
change from existing flows due to the lack of active 
reservoir storage (Stillwater Sciences 2009b; Reclamation 
2012d), flow variability would increase.”  

 
- “The Proposed Action would establish a flow regime that 

more closely mimics natural conditions in the lower 
Klamath River. Flows under the Proposed Action are 
intended to benefit fall-run Chinook salmon. Hetrick’s 
analysis of KBRA type flows showed the greatest benefits 
would be in years when production was low (Hetrick et al. 
2009). Implementing either the KBRA type flows or the 
Hardy et al. 

-  
(Hardy et al. 2006) Phase II flow recommendations was 
predicted to decrease the occurrence of poor production 
years in the future by two-thirds. This would have 
significant positive consequences for Chinook salmon 
given their life cycle in the Klamath River (Hetrick et al. 
2009). Dam removal would also cause water temperatures 
to become warmer earlier in the spring and early summer 
and cooler earlier in the late summer and fall, and to have 
diurnal variations more in sync with historical migration 
and spawning periods (Hamilton et al. 2011). These 
changes would result in water temperature more favorable 
for salmonids in the mainstem.” 
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In order to clarify one potential misconception, under KBRA 
Section 1.1.2, Federal agencies, including the NOAA Fisheries 
Service and the USFWS, are not parties to the KBRA until 
enactment of legislation that authorizes and directs certain Federal 
agencies to become parties.  This legislation has not been 
enacted; thus, NOAA Fisheries Service and USFWS are not yet 
parties to the KBRA. 
 
When such legislation is enacted and certain Federal agencies 
become parties to the KBRA, there are a number of sections of the 
KBRA that clarify that Federal agencies must comply with all 
applicable laws, regulations, and other legal requirements, 
including the ESA, when implementing the KBRA (see, for 
example, KBRA Sections 2.1, 2.2, and 7.4.3).  Section 22.5 of the 
KBRA specifically clarifies that the KBRA does not supercede 
NOAA Fisheries Service and USFWS’ obligations under the ESA 
and related regulations.  In order to clarify a mistake in the 
comment author’s quotation of this section, Section 22.5 of the 
KBRA provides, “By entering into this Agreement, NOAA Fisheries 
Service and USFWS are not prejudging the outcome of any 
process under the ESA and NOAA Fisheries Service and USFWS 
implementing regulations, and NOAA Fisheries Service and 
USFWS expressly reserve the right to make determinations and 
take actions as necessary to meet the requirements of the ESA 
and implementing regulations.”  In addition, the KBRA specifically 
describes processes that are available and will be used by parties 
to comply with requirements under the ESA (see, for example, 
KBRA Sections 22.1 and 22.2). 
 
As described in Section 3.3.4.3 of the EIS/EIR, the Proposed 
Action, which includes implementation of the KBRA, would result 
in flows more favorable to all life stages of salmonids, and would 
provide suitable habitat for resident riverine species, anadromous 
fish and lamprey in hydroelectric reach from the upstream end of 
J. C. Boyle Reservoir to Iron Gate Dam.  In the lower Klamath 
River below Iron Gate Dam, over the long term, the Proposed 
Action would alter the hydrograph so that the duration, timing, and 
magnitude of flows would be more similar to the unregulated 
conditions under which the native fish community evolved (Hetrick 
et al. 2009).  The Proposed Action would have a beneficial effect 
on EFH for Chinook and coho salmon in the long term.  The fact 
that coho and Chinook salmon historically occupied the 
hydroelectric reach and the lower Klamath is also evidence that 
restoring flows to mimic historic patterns will be sufficient for 
maintenance and recovery of fish populations. 
 
As discussed in Section 3.3.4.3 of the EIS/EIR under Alternatives 
2 p. 3.3-126) and 3, the KBRA is expected to provide benefits to 
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sucker populations through: nutrient reduction, reconnecting 
former wetlands to Agency Lake, reconstructing quality rearing 
habitat for early life stages, and restoring spring shoreline 
spawning habitat among others. The KBRA speaks to the 
settlement of long-running disputes concerning the use of Klamath 
Basin water for irrigation, fish and wildlife. It also speaks to water 
quality improvements in the basin. Addressing the water-related 
issues within the basin is expected to benefit all species of 
resident fish, including suckers. The EIS/EIR concludes that based 
on improved habitat quality, the effect of the Proposed Action 
would be beneficial for Lost River and shortnose sucker 
populations in the Long Term (EIS/EIR 3.3-127). The Resident 
Fish Expert Panel concluded that a “dams out plus KBRA” 
management scenario provides promise for preventing extinction 
of sucker species and for increasing overall population abundance 
and productivity (Buchanan et al. 2011). 
 
As part of the Proposed Action, the Klamath River would more 
closely mimic the natural hydrograph. The removal of the dams 
could also provide habitat for anadromous fish (Hetrick et al. 
2009). In the absence of the reservoirs, hydraulic residence time in 
this reach would decrease from several weeks to less than a day, 
and water quality would also be improved by nutrient assimilation 
in this reach (Hamilton et al. 2011). Evaporation from the surface 
of reservoirs (about 11,000 acre-feet [Reclamation 2012d]) would 
be reduced, adding to the river flow. The reservoir drawdowns 
would allow tributaries and springs such as Fall, Shovel, and 
Spencer Creeks and Big Springs to flow directly into the mainstem 
Klamath River, creating patches of cooler water that could be used 
as temperature refugia by fish (Hamilton et al. 2011). Water quality 
conditions would also improve further downstream in the 
Hydroelectric Reach. From Copco 1 to Iron Gate Reservoir, 
removal of the Four Facilities would result in a 2-10oC decrease in 
water temperatures during the fall months and a 1-2.5oC increase 
in water temperatures during spring months (PacifiCorp 2004a, 
Dunsmoor and Huntington 2006, NCRWQCB 2010a, Perry et al. 
2011; see also Draft EIS/EIR, Section 3.2.4.3.2.1), an increase 
dissolved oxygen concentrations (PacifiCorp 2004b, NCRWQCB 
2010; see also Draft EIS/EIR, Section 3.2.4.3.2.4), and eliminate 
reservoir habitat that creates ideal conditions for seasonal 
nuisance and/or noxious phytoplankton blooms (see Draft 
EIS/EIR, Section 3.4, Algae).   
 
Removing the dams would allow access to at least 49 tributaries 
upstream of Iron Gate Dam that could provide 420 miles of habitat 
for anadromous fish (DOI 2007), including groundwater-fed areas 
resistant to water temperature increases caused by changes in 
climate (Hamilton et al. 2011). In addition, the mainstem 
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downstream of Iron Gate Dam would reflect natural temperature 
regimes (Hamilton et al. 2011). An additional 22.4 miles of riverine 
and riparian habitat would improve water quality by restoring the 
nutrient cycling and aeration processes provided by a natural 
channel. These improvements resulting from the Proposed Action 
would likely moderate the anticipated stream temperature 
increases resulting from climate change.  
 
The National Academy of Sciences, NRC reviewed the Instream 
Flow Study Report (Hardy et al. 2006) in their publication 
“Hydrology, ecology, and fishes of the Klamath River Basin” which 
is cited as NRC 2008 in the Draft EIS/EIR. According to the NRC, 
the most important outcome of the Instream Flow Study was that it 
indicated increases in existing flows downstream from Iron Gate 
Dam probably would benefit fish populations (NRC 2008, p. 194). 
Table 3.3-4 (Draft EIS/EIR, Section 3.33.3, p. 3.3-43) presents the 
minimum flows below Iron Gate Dam and lake elevations for 
Upper Klamath Lake from the 2010 BO for coho salmon. The 
minimum flows required by the current BO are similar to those 
recommended in Hardy et al, 2006. Maintaining minimum flows as 
described in Hardy 2006 would contribute to restoration of 
salmonids in the Klamath Basin, but as the NRC noted, that would 
not address the other factors that are causing the decline of 
anadromous fish populations. The ability of the mainstem Klamath 
River to support the rearing and migration of anadromous species 
is reduced by periodic high water temperatures during summer, 
poor water quality (low DO and high pH; see Sections 3.2.3.5 and 
3.2.3.6), and disease outbreaks during spring. Habitat quality in 
the tributaries is also affected by high temperatures(Draft EIS/EIR 
Section 3.3.3.2, p. 3.3-27). As described in Section 3.3.4.3 of the 
EIS/EIR, Alternatives 2 and 3 which includes implementation of 
the KBRA, would result in flows more favorable to all life stages of 
salmonids, and would provide suitable habitat for resident riverine 
species, anadromous fish and lamprey in hydroelectric reach from 
the upstream end of J. C. Boyle Reservoir to Iron Gate Dam. In 
the lower Klamath River below Iron Gate Dam, over the long term, 
the Proposed Action would alter the hydrograph so that the 
duration, timing, and magnitude of flows would be more similar to 
the unregulated conditions under which the native fish community 
evolved (Hetrick et al. 2009). 
 
Master Response AQU-21 NRC Dam Removal Help Coho.  
 
The effects of the Proposed Action to coho salmon, their 
designated critical habitat and coho essential fish habitat are 
described in Section 3.3.4.3., under Effects Determinations, and 
Appendix E of the EIS/EIR. The timing of upstream migration of 
coho salmon in the main stem Klamath River is described to span 
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from September to January. It is anticipated that as a result of the 
Proposed Action, the upper Klamath River, mid-Klamath River, 
Shasta River, Scott River, Salmon River, and lower Klamath River 
coho salmon population units would have an increase in 
abundance, productivity, population spatial structure, and genetic 
diversity. In general, free flowing conditions as per the Proposed 
Action, would likely provide optimal efficiency, decrease 
outmigrant delay, and increase concomitant adult escapement 
(Buchanan et al. 2011a). The EIS/EIR found that the effect of the 
Proposed Action would be significant for the coho salmon from the 
Upper Klamath River, Mid-Klamath River, Shasta River, and Scott 
River population units in the short term and the effect of the 
Proposed Action would be beneficial for the coho salmon from the 
Upper Klamath River, Mid-Klamath River, Lower Klamath River, 
Shasta River, Scott River, and Salmon River population units in 
the long term as a result of increased habitat availability and 
improved habitat quality. 

AO_LT_1230_064-5 NEPA and CEQA require an analysis of impacts on historical and 
cultural resources (40 CFR §1502.16(g); CEQA Guidelines § 
21084.1). Analyzing environmental effects on Indian Tribes is a 
requirement of NEPA (40 CFR §1502.16(c)). Analyzing 
environmental impacts on the Agrarian Culture is not a specific 
requirement of NEPA or CEQA; therefore the EIS/EIR does not 
analyze this specific culture in the Cultural Resources section. 
However, the Draft EIS/EIR does examine impacts on Agricultural 
Resources (See Chapter 14), Socioeconomics (Chapter 3.15), and 
Environmental Justice (Chapter 3.16).  

No 

AO_LT_1230_064-6 Master Response GEN-3 Best Available Information. No 

AO_LT_1230_064-7 Section 3.3.3 describes the existing conditions and affected 
environment related to aquatic resources in the Klamath Basin.  
The purpose of this section is to provide enough detail to 
understand changes associated with the alternatives, and the 
Lead Agencies believe the level of detail is appropriate.  Section 
3.3.4.3, Alternative 1: No Action/No Project Alternative describes 
future conditions if no project is implemented, and this section 
describes how ongoing activities could affect anadromous 
salmonids into the future. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1230_064-8 If the dam removal alternative moves forward it will require both 

CWA Section 404 and 401 permits that will entail water quality 
certification by relevant agencies. As part of the water quality 
certification review of both Federal (CWA) and state CA Porter-
Cologne Clean Water Act provisions for anti-degradation will be 
considered as part of the permitting process.  

No 
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AO_LT_1230_064-9 The comment mistakenly refers to Section E.3.1.1, rather than 
Section 3.2.1 of Appendix E. Section E.3.2.1 of Appendix E states: 
 
“Much of the overall effect of the Proposed Action on fall-run 
Chinook salmon will depend on the relative proportion of mainstem 
spawners during the fall of 2019, prior to the January 2020 
initiation of facility removal. Based on redd surveys from 1999 
through 2009 (Magneson and Wright 2010), an average of around 
1,700 redds could be affected.  Based on escapement estimates 
in the Klamath Basin from 2001 through 2009 (CDFG, unpublished 
data) this would be around 8 percent of all anticipated redds in the 
Basin in 2019.  Based on the proximity to the Iron Gate Hatchery, 
it is expected that much of the redds affected will be of hatchery 
origin.”  In the analysis presented in the EIS/EIR it was assumed 
that an average of 9,200 chinook spawners would construct about 
4,600 redds.  A more accurate estimate of the number redds 
constructed within the mainstem is provided by the USFWS 
(Magneson and Wright 2010) and this number is used in the Final 
Analysis.  Although the number of redds present has changed as a 
result of this new information, the total estimate of the number of 
adult Chinook salmon spawners remains the same.  Text in the 
EIS/EIR has been updated with this new information to more 
accurately reflect the potential impact to spawning Chinook 
salmon in the mainstem Klamath River downstream of Iron Gate 
Dam.    
 
The description and narrative used to depict the information 
presented in this section states that approximately 8 percent of the 
fall Chinook spawners, and resulting redds could be affected by 
the Proposed Action.  Additionally, the percentage of mainstem 
spawners (8 percent) used to estimate the relative proportion of 
mainstem spawners expected in 2019 is based on a mark and re-
sight methodology. The CDFG data set referred to in the comment 
provides estimated numbers of fall Chinook returning to portions of 
the Klamath Basin from 1978 through 2010, but this data is not 
applicable to the mark and re-sight methodology used to estimate 
the relative proportion of mainstem spawners which began in 
2001.  

 

   
AO_LT_1230_064-10 The effects of the Proposed Action to coho salmon, their 

designated critical habitat and essential fish habitat are described 
in the Draft EIS/EIR in Section 3.3.4.3., under Effects 
Determinations, and in Appendix E (Potential Suspended 
Sediment Effects on Anadromous Fish in the Klamath Basin) and 
Appendix F (Potential Bedload Sediment Effects on Anadromous 
Fish in the Klamath Basin).  The Draft EIS/EIR found that the 
effect of the Proposed Action would be significant for the coho 
salmon from the Upper Klamath River, Mid-Klamath River, Shasta 
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River, and Scott River population units in the short term and the 
effect of the Proposed Action would be beneficial for the coho 
salmon from the Upper Klamath River, Mid-Klamath River, Lower 
Klamath River, Shasta River, Scott River, and Salmon River 
population units in the long term as a result of increased habitat 
availability and improved habitat quality. 
 
Master Response AQU – 6A Expert Panel Coho, Steelhead and 
Chinook. 
 
Master Response AQU – 21 NRC Dam Removal Help Coho. 
 
Section (3.3.4.3), the Draft EIS/EIR states: “Over the long term, 
the Proposed Action would alter the hydrograph so that the 
duration, timing, and magnitude of flows would be more similar to 
the unregulated conditions under which the native fish community 
evolved (Hetrick et al. 2009). While mean annual flows would not 
substantially change from existing flows due to the lack of active 
reservoir storage (Stillwater Sciences 2009b; Reclamation 2012d), 
flow variability would increase.”  
 
There are a number of sections of the KBRA that clarify that 
Federal agencies must comply with all applicable laws, 
regulations, and other legal requirements, including the ESA, 
when implementing the KBRA (see, for example, KBRA Sections 
2.1, 2.2, and 7.4.3).  Section 22.5 of the KBRA specifically clarifies 
that the KBRA does not supercede NOAA Fisheries Service and 
USFWS obligations under the ESA and related regulations.  In 
order to clarify a mistake in the comment authors quotation of this 
section, Section 22.5 of the KBRA provides, “By entering into this 
Agreement, NOAA Fisheries Service and USFWS are not 
prejudging the outcome of any process under the ESA and NOAA 
Fisheries Service and USFWS implementing regulations, and 
NOAA Fisheries Service and USFWS expressly reserve the right 
to make determinations and take actions as necessary to meet the 
requirements of the ESA and implementing regulations.”  In 
addition, the KBRA specifically describes processes that are 
available and will be used by parties  
 
to comply with requirements under the ESA (see, for example, 
KBRA Sections 22.1 and 22.2). 
 
Regardless of the outcome of the Secretarial Determination, future 
Federal actions influencing coho salmon or their critical habitat will 
be subject to interagency consultations under Section 7 of the 
ESA to insure those actions are not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of the Southern Oregon Northern California 
Coast (SONCC) Evolutionary Significant Unit (ESU) of coho 
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salmon or result in the destruction or adverse modification of its 
designated critical habitat. 
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AO_LT_1229_056-1 Comment Noted.  
 
Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 
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AO_EM_1124_037 
------------------------------------------- 
From: Paul Ringo[SMTP:PRINGO@ATT.NET] 
Sent: Thursday, November 24, 2011 1:42:33 PM 
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd 
Subject: Klamath river comments 
Auto forwarded by a Rule 
 
Dear Sirs, 
  Please accept these comments. I made an error in the email address when I 
submitted these comments initially. I sent the message to usbr.com by mistake.  
Thank you for your graciousness. 
 
Paul Ringo 
Sabine Riverkeeper 
P.O. Box 345 
Merryville, La 70653 
 
Ms. Elizabeth Vasquez, 
Bureau of Reclamation, 
2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento, CA 95825 
KlamathSD@usbr.gov 
 
Dear Sirs, 
     On behalf of the Sabine Riverkeeper, I would like to submit comments 
regarding the Klamath river proposals.  The Sabine Riverkeeper is a non-profit 
member of the Waterkeeper Alliance.  We join in agreement with the Klamath 
Riverkeeper in endorsing Alternative 2.  In our view, Alternative 2 is the only 
alternative which would proportionally mitigate for the water quality, 
environmental justice and economic impacts to downstream communities due to the 
Klamath dams. 
 
 
     The tribes in the Klamath basin were not given the opportunity to comment in 
the original proposals for building dams on the river. We ask that they be 
recognized as those with primary concerns and authority in the basin. The 
interruption of water flow that has resulted in salmon declines have affected 
their diets and the overall health of the native peoples. This is perhaps the 
most important consideration in the decision about removing the dams.  The health 
of the people is a reflection of the health of the river. 
 
 
     We support removal of the dams as proposed in alternative 2 as well as the 
restoration agreement. The Karuk tribe has a significant history and relationship 
with the salmon through history.  The dams have interrupted the salmon 
reproduction which directly affects the Karuk people. Toxic algae blooms as a 
result of chemical discharges have resulted in health problems. These same 
chemicals can bioaccumulate and change the overall health of the river and the 
people that live near it.  It is a slow killing process that must be corrected. 
In our experience, we have found that as flows  in our river have been restored 
to traditional levels, the river system itself is restored. The biological life 
is restored as well as plant life. Recreational opportunities and tourism money 

Comment 1a - Approves of Dam 

Comment 2 - ITAs 

Comment 1b - Approves of Dam Removal  
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replaces destructive economic practices.  A restoration of traditional values 
follows because the proper order is re-established. 
 
Healthy fish runs mean a healthier economy as fish habitat is restored. Strong 
commercial fishing and sport fishing promotes a healthy sustainable economic 
process that no other place in the world can claim.  I sincerely urge you to take 
advantage of what you h ave in a difficult  economic climate. Take whatever steps 
you can now to preserve what you have that is unique and created specifically for 
your climate and your people.  The agricultural and economic climate in your area 
is yours to manage wisely. Rest assured the the corporate mentality that has 
brought about this series of problems will not have the incentive to care for 
anything outside itself. 
 
   As an outsider, I thank you for the opportunity to express our views.  Your 
river is one that is a treasured resource. Dams that were built in the past were 
built with greed as the motive without regard for the impacts it would have over 
years.  The destruction of entire communities and cultural ways of life has been 
heartbreaking in our area.  Streams where families gathered for picnics on 
Saturday afternoons and baptisms on Sunday morning have been defiled almost 
beyond recognition.  There is but one way to bring about restoration. That is to 
admit our mistakes and take positive measures toward returning to sustainable 
roots that honor people the the Creator of all. 
 
Paul Ringo 
Sabine Riverkeeper 
P.O. Box 345 
Merryville, La. 70653                 
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AO_EM_1124_037-1 Comment Noted.  
 
Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 

AO_EM_1124_037-2 The KHSA was developed by representatives of 45 organizations 
including federal agencies, the States of California and Oregon, 
PacifiCorp, Indian Tribes, counties, irrigators, and conservation 
and fishing groups in order to end one of the most economically, 
environmentally, and culturally devastating water disputes in the 
western United States. 
 
The KHSA established a process for a Secretarial Determination 
whether removal of J.C. Boyle, Copco 1, Copco 2, and Iron Gate 
Dams (1) will advance restoration of salmonid (salmon, steelhead, 
and trout) fisheries of the Klamath Basin, and (2) is in the public 
interest, which includes but is not limited to, consideration of 
potential impacts on affected local communities and Tribes. 
 
The KBRA is a basin-wide approach to addressing the current 
resources challenges. The complete KBRA package entails 
various commitments and actions that have been or will be 
proposed and/or undertaken in the basin by federal, state, local, 
tribal, and private interests. 
 
Tribal programs of the KBRA include economic development for 
local tribes, regulatory assurances that adverse impacts would be 
minimized and tribal fisheries and natural resource would be 
conserved. 
 
All federally recognized tribes in the Klamath Basin were consulted 
on a government-to-government basis during the development of 
the Facilities Removal EIS/EIR. Both current effects of dams on 
trust resources, traditionally used resources, and cultural values 
associated with these resources and potential effects of dam 
removal on these resources and cultural values are documented in 
Section 3.12 of the Draft EIS/EIR. 

No 
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Comment Author Rothert, Steve 
Agency/Assoc. American Rivers 
Submittal Date December 29, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1229_054-1 
 

Comment Noted.  
 
Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 

AO_LT_1229_054-2 
 

The Secretary of the Interior will consider this comment along with 
all others in making his determination relative to the KHSA and 
KBRA.   

No 

AO_LT_1229_054-3 
 

Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8 - Dam 
Removal Without KBRA from Detailed Study.  

No 

AO_LT_1229_054-4 
 

Appendix A has been revised to include information from the 
independent reviews of Alternatives 10 and 11 that were 
completed after this document. The independent reviews support 
the finding that Alternatives 10 and 11 do not meet the NEPA 
Purpose and Need/CEQA Project Objectives. 
 
Master Response ALT-2 Elimination of Alternative 10 - Fish 
Bypass: Bogus Creek Bypass and Alternative 11 - Fish Bypass: 
Alternative Tunnel Routing from Detailed Study, summarizes why 
Alternative 10 and 11 was not brought forward for detailed 
analysis in the EIS/EIR.  The comment author’s points 1, 2, and 3 
are also consistent with that analysis and are noted.    

Yes 

AO_LT_1229_054-5 Master Responses RE-6B and C Disposition of Parcel B Lands. 
 
Master Response REC-1 Regional Recreation Resources. 
 
Analysis of inland fees paid by the States of California and Oregon 
to local counties is provided in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.15.4.2.   

Yes 

AO_LT_1229_054-6 
 

Master Response RE-2A Changes in Property Values.  
 
Master Response RE-3A and C Landowner Compensation.    

No 
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Comment Author Ryan, Lynn 
Agency/Assoc. Ancient Forest International 
Submittal Date October 25, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_MF_1025_013-1 The Secretary of the Interior acknowledges that there are many 
people who support dam removal and there are many who 
maintain that the dams should stay in place. There are a range of 
reasonable alternatives presented in the Draft EIS/EIR; 18 
alternatives are presented in the Draft EIS/EIR, five of which are 
examined in detail using the best available science. There are 
positive and negative aspects for each of these alternatives. The 
potential effect of each alternative is discussed in the EIS/EIR and 
will be fully considered by the Secretary, along with public input 
and peer reviewed science before making a final determination. 

No 

AO_MF_1025_013-2 KBRA was negotiated and signed by a diverse array of over 40 
parties with an interest in resolving Klamath Basin issues. 
Appendix E-1 is incorporated into the agreement by reference (per 
KBRA Section 7.11). See Klamathrestoration.gov for a copy of the 
KBRA. 

No 
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AO_MC_1026_020 
KLAMATH DAM REMOVAL 
DRAFT EIS/EIR HEARING 

OCTOBER 26, 2011 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
ARCATA, CALIFORNIA 

MS. RYAN: Just lower the lever.  

L-y-n-n R-y-a-n. I'm representing Ancient  

Forest International, a small grassroots group based in  

Redway, California, working to maintain and restore  

forests and connectivity in Northern California, Chile,  

and Ecuador, and helping to empower the local people to  

value their native ecosystems.  

Ancient Forest International supports full  

facilities removal of the four dams. This is the  

proposed action in the document. In addition,  

PacifiCorp, owner and operator of the Klamath  

hydroelectric projects, supports the decommissioning and  

removal of the four dams.  

The Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement needs  

improvement in process and substance, to ensure there is  

water for fish based on science as per Appendix E-1.  

My understanding of Appendix E-1, the science of the  

document, says, "Water levels will be below fish survival  

levels under the terms of the Klamath Basin Restoration  

Agreement." This means the document science does not  

meet the Endangered Species Act requirements or  

Clean Water Act requirements. This is of grave concern  

to all the beings and all the worlds that value clean  

Comment 2 - Approves of  
Dam Removal  

Comment 2 - Hydrology 
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and all the worlds.  
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Comment Author Ryan, Lynn 
Agency/Assoc. Ancient Forest International 
Submittal Date October 26, 2012 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_MC_1026_020-1 The Secretary of the Interior acknowledges that there are many 
people who support dam removal and there are many who 
maintain that the dams should stay in place. There are a range of 
reasonable alternatives presented in the Draft EIS/EIR; 18 
alternatives are presented in the Draft EIS/EIR, five of which are 
examined in detail using the best available science. There are 
positive and negative aspects for each of these alternatives. The 
potential effect of each alternative is discussed in the EIS/EIR and 
will be fully considered by the Secretary, along with public input 
and peer reviewed science before making a final determination.

No 

AO_MC_1026_020-2 Appendix E-1 sets the diversion limitations on water diverted to 
Klamath Reclamation Project water users including the Refuges 
from certain points of diversion. It does not state that “water levels 
will be below fish survival levels”. The KBRA does not exempt 
federal actions from compliance from any laws or regulations 
including compliance with ESA or CESA. Project level actions and 
decisions will continue to be made in compliance with existing 
laws and regulations.  

No 
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Comment Author Ryan, Lynn 
Agency/Assoc. Ancient Forest International 
Submittal Date November 28, 2011 
 

Portions of this letter are verbatim duplicates of comments submitted in the comment author’s submittal 
coded - GP_LT_1128_939. Responses to those initial comments that were duplicated in this letter are 
presented in this EIS/EIR alongside GP_LT_1128_939. Responses to comments provided in this letter 
that were not also submitted as a part of GP_LT_1128_939 are listed below. 
 
Comment Code Comment Response Change in 

EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1128_058-1 Master Response ALT-3 Elimination of Alternative 13 - Federal 
Takeover of the Klamath Hydroelectric Project from Detailed 
Study. 

No 

AO_LT_1128_058-2 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal 
and Others Oppose Dam Removal.  
 
Master Response AQU-9 Minimum Flows for Fish.  
 
Master Response TTA-1 Federal Trust Responsibility and the 
KBRA.  

No 
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Comment Author Scott, David 
Agency/Assoc. Sierra Club 
Submittal Date December 30, 2011 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1230_052-1 Comment Noted. 
 
Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 

AO_LT_1230_052-2 Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8-Dam 
Removal Without KBRA from Detailed Study.  
 
Master Response ALT-7 Elimination of KBRA and KHSA Including 
Alternatives 16-Dredge Upper Klamath Lake and 18- Partition of 
Upper Klamath Lake from Detailed Study. 

No 

AO_LT_1230_052-3 The KBRA and KHSA are inextricably linked. 
 
Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8-Dam 
Removal Without KBRA from Detailed Study.  

No 

AO_LT_1230_052-4 The Modeled KBRA Hydrology that is described in Reclamation 
(2012d) is the hydrology that is used in the analysis for the 
Proposed Action Alternative in the EIS/EIR and they are not 
identical to the KBRA hydrology found in Appendix E-5 of the 
KBRA.  The text on p. 2-20 of the Draft EIS/EIR had been 
corrected to read “Operation of Reclamation’s Klamath Project and 
the related river flows, measured at the United States Geological 
Survey gauge downstream of Iron Gate Dam, would be according 
to the hydrologic model outputs in Reclamation (2012d).”   
 
Master Response AQU-11 NMFS BO, ESA and KBRA Water 
Management. 
 
The comment states “Within the past year, the Expert Panel on 
Coho Salmon and Steelhead (Dunne et al. 2011), convened to 
evaluate the KBRA, also concluded that refilling Lower Klamath 
Lake is needed to increase flows in spring and early summer in 
order to improve Klamath River water quality.”  The text actually 
appears in Comment # 396 which was provided to the Expert 
Panel for consideration and does not accurately portray the 
conclusion of the Expert Panel.  The Panel’s response to the 
comment #396 was that “The Panel stated that changes in flows 
would be small under dams out with KBRA” (Dunne et al. 2011, p. 
199). 
 
Master Response AQU-6A Expert Panel Coho, Steelhead and 
Chinook. 
 
Master Response AQU-16 Benefits to Coho. 
 
Master Response AQU-21 NRC Dam Removal Help Coho. 

No 
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Comment Author Scott, David 
Agency/Assoc. Sierra Club 
Submittal Date December 30, 2011 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

 
Master Response WQ-4 Hydroelectric Project Impacts to Water 
Quality & Anticipated KHSA/KBRA Improvements.  
 
Master Response AQU-31 Thermal Lag and Diel Temperatures. 
 
Master Response WQ-6 Periphyton Growth and Fish Disease. 
 
Master Response HYDG-1 Flood Protection.  
 
Master Response AQU-33 ESA Compliance. 

AO_LT_1230_052-5 The KHSA and KBRA are negotiated agreements and do not solve 
all water quality issues in the Klamath Basin. The KBRA is a 
negotiated agreement that attempts to balance interests of fish 
and agriculture; this necessarily involves compromise on all sides. 
 
Master Response N/CP-22 How KBRA Was Analyzed.  

No 

AO_LT_1230_052-6 Analysis contained within the Draft EIS/EIR indicates that 
diversion limitations under KBRA will provide a more reliable water 
supply to the NWRs and will be beneficial (see Section 3.14.4.3, 
page 3.14-26). Agricultural return flows in the Keno Reach are 
discussed in general terms with respect to water quality 
improvements under the TMDLs in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.  
Explicit mention of Klamath Straits Drain has been added to 
3.2.4.3.1.3 Nutrients-Upper Klamath River.   As described in Draft 
EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4.3.2.10 KBRA (pages 3.3-125 to 3.2-132), 
resource management actions implemented under KBRA as part 
of the Proposed Action would accelerate long-term improvements 
in water quality, including those anticipated under the TMDLs. 
Trap and haul has been proposed to transport migrating adult fish 
upstream of the Keno Impoundment when certain adverse water 
conditions exist. Additional detail on the interaction of the TMDLs 
and the Alternatives is provided by the Water Quality SubTeam 
(2011) (also referred to as the Water Quality SubGroup), as cited 
in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.5, page 3.3-241. This document, 
entitled "Assessment of Long Term Water Quality Changes for the 
Klamath River Basin Resulting from KHSA, KBRA, and TMDL and 
NPS Reduction Programs" can be found at 
http://klamathrestoration.gov/keep-me-informed/secretarial-
determination/role-of-science/secretarial-determination-studies. 
 
The KBRA does not require the Lower Klamath Lake and Tule 
Lake National Wildlife Refuges to allow or continue lease land 
farming.  The KBRA provides for an allocation of water to the 
refuges.  Water required for lease land farming does not count  
 

Yes 
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Comment Author Scott, David 
Agency/Assoc. Sierra Club 
Submittal Date December 30, 2011 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

against the Refuge Allocation (KBRA Section 15.1.2.D.i).  See 
Klamathrestoration.gov for a copy of the KBRA.   
 
Master Response WSWR-11 Effects on Refuge Water Supply.  
 
Future refuge management decisions with respect to lease land 
farming would be speculative and are beyond the scope of the 
analysis of this EIS/EIR. 

AO_LT_1230_052-7 As described in the Section 3.3.4.3 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the 
Proposed Action results in higher water elevations in Upper 
Klamath Lake, which would benefit Lost River and shortnose 
suckers. The KBRA is expected to provide benefits to sucker 
populations through the following measures: nutrient reduction, 
reconnecting former wetlands to Agency Lake, reconstructing 
quality rearing habitat for early life stages, and restoring shoreline 
spring spawning habitat restoration, among others. Restoration 
actions associated with KBRA implementation under the Proposed 
Action could alter habitat availability and suitability and affect lost 
river and shortnose suckers and are anticipated in the long term to 
improve conditions for sucker populations within Klamath Lake. 
Based on improved habitat quality, the effect of the Proposed 
Action would be beneficial for Lost River and shortnose sucker 
populations in the long term. 
 
As discussed on p. 3.3-90 through 3.3-91, and 3.3-126 through 
3.3-127 of the Draft EIS/EIR, from the Upstream End of J.C. Boyle 
Reservoir to Iron Gate Dam the Proposed Action would eliminate 
reservoir habitat. Under the Proposed Action sub-adult and adult 
Lost River and shortnose suckers in reservoirs downstream of 
Keno Dam would be captured and relocated to Upper Klamath 
Lake (Buchanan et al. 2011a). Those not relocated to the Upper 
Klamath Basin would likely be lost; however, little or no 
reproduction occurs downstream of Keno Dam (Buettner et al. 
2006), there is no potential for interaction with upstream 
populations, and they are not considered to substantially 
contribute to the achievement of conservation goals or recovery 
(Hamilton et al. 2011).  
 
Lost River and shortnose suckers are listed as fully protected 
species under California Fish and Game code; thus, any take of 
these species is prohibited. However, a component of the 
Proposed Action includes legislation to permit the take of some 
individuals during implementation. Reservoir removal associated 
with dam removal under the Proposed Action could alter habitat 
availability and affect lost river and shortnose suckers (Draft 
EIS/EIR, § 3.3.4.3, p. 3.3-126 to 3.3-127.)  Based on reduction in 
abundance within reservoirs, the effect of the Proposed Action 

No 
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Comment Author Scott, David 
Agency/Assoc. Sierra Club 
Submittal Date December 30, 2011 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

would be significant for Lost River and shortnose sucker 
populations in the short term. (Ibid.)  However, as discussed 
above, implementation of Mitigation Measure AR-6 could be 
implemented to reduce the impact to individuals within reservoirs 
by rescuing fish prior to reservoir drawdown. Based on small 
numbers of individuals affected after mitigation, the effect of the 
Proposed Action would be less-than-significant for Lost River and 
shortnose sucker populations in the short term after mitigation.  
(Ibid.) 

AO_LT_1230_052-8 Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8-Dam 
Removal Without KBRA from Detailed Study.  

No 

 

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses

Vol. III, 11.7-581 - December 2012



AO_WI_1108_028 
------------------------------------------- 
From: lsheehan@earthlaw.org[SMTP:LSHEEHAN@EARTHLAW.ORG] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 08, 2011 1:19:37 PM 
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; werner@wrinkledog.com 
Subject: Web Inquiry: Full removal of Klamath Dams Auto forwarded by a Rule 
 
Name: Linda Sheehan 
Organization: Earth Law Center 
 
Subject: Full removal of Klamath Dams 
 
Body: Please register the strong support of Earth Law Center for Alternative 2 - 
Full dam removal.  Thank you. 
 

Comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal  
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Comment Author Sheehan, Linda 
Agency/Assoc. Earth Law Center 
Submittal Date November 8, 2011 
 

 
Comment Code Comment Response Change in 

EIS/EIR

AO_WI_1108_028-1 The Secretary of the Interior acknowledges that there are many 
people who support dam removal and there are many who 
maintain that the dams should stay in place. There are a range of 
reasonable alternatives presented in the Draft EIS/EIR; 18 
alternatives are presented in the Draft EIS/EIR, five of which are 
examined in detail using the best available science. There are 
positive and negative aspects for each of these alternatives. The 
potential effect of each alternative is discussed in the EIS/EIR and 
will be fully considered by the Secretary, along with public input 
and peer reviewed science before making a final determination. 

No 
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Comment Author Spain, Glen 
Agency/Assoc. Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermans Assoc. 
Submittal Date October 20, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1020_010-1 Comment Noted.  
 
EIS/EIR Section 3.18, Public Health & Safety, discusses 
replacement power as a result of hydroelectric facility removal. 
Section 3.15, Socioeconomics discusses effects to electricity rates 
and other economic effects, including job creation. Section 3.2, 
Water Quality, evaluates water quality effects and Section 3.3, 
Aquatic Resources, evaluate fisheries effects, including benefits of 
the Proposed Action. 

No 
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Vol. III, 11.7-611 - December 2012
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Comment Author Spain, Glen 
Agency/Assoc. Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermans Assoc. 
Submittal Date December 28, 2011 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1228_038-1 Comment Noted.  
 
Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 

AO_LT_1228_038-2 Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8-Dam 
Removal Without KBRA from Detailed Study. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1228_038-3 Appendix A has been revised to include information from the 

independent reviews of Alternatives 10 and 11 that were 
completed after this document. The independent reviews support 
the finding that Alternatives 10 and 11 do not meet the NEPA 
Purpose and Need/CEQA Project Objectives. 

Yes 

   
AO_LT_1228_038-4 During removal of upstream facilities (3-6 months) under 

Alternative 5, the power generation and fish passage facilities at 
Copco 2 would not operate because of the high sediment content 
in the water.  However, the facility at Copco 2 would not be 
continually overwhelmed with sediment nor would it have to be 
dredged out. The dam has large radial gates that would be 
operated to bypass flood flows and these would also be used flush 
sediment during high flows. There would be additional coarse and 
fine sediment entering the basin that could require additional 
maintenance; however, it would be possible to continue operation 
of the facility. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1228_038-5 Conversion of IMPLAN jobs to Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) would 

involve the application of national conversion rates (calculated 
from data provided by unemployment insurance programs) to 
regional employment figures.  However, the employment 
estimates provided in the Draft EIS/EIR, since they were estimated 
based on specific geographies, are not necessarily appropriate (or 
consistent) at the regional level.  In addition, commercial 
fishermen are minimally represented in the unemployment 
insurance data which are used to compute the conversion rates.  
Thus, conversion to FTEs would actually introduce an additional 
potential source of error.  
 
The IMPLAN data underlying the estimation of employment 
impacts in the Draft EIS/EIR are compiled from a variety of 
sources including the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, the 
U.S. Bureau of Labor, and the U.S. Census Bureau.  IMPLAN 
uses the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) definition of 
employment.  Employment includes both full time and part time 
workers (rather than FTE’s) and is measured in annual average 
jobs.  The jobs numbers are directly comparable across 
alternatives and resources.  The jobs numbers are also directly 
comparable to Federal and State employment data. 

Yes 
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Agency/Assoc. Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermans Assoc. 
Submittal Date December 28, 2011 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

IMPLAN data counts part-time employment the same as full-time 
employment, for example a part-time worker who works all year is 
one average annual job.   However there is an adjustment for 
seasonal jobs, for example, two workers who work a half year 
count as one average annual job. 
 
However, industries that rely predominately on part-time labor 
would have lower earnings per worker which translates in lower 
labor income which is also measured as part of the regional 
economic impact analysis. 
 
The employment estimates use a consistent definition of jobs 
throughout the Draft EIS/EIR.  The jobs definitions has been 
added to each of the results tables for the Final EIS/EIR to aid in 
understanding. 

AO_LT_1228_038-6 The Draft EIS/EIR acknowledges the historic extent of steelhead 
and their capacity to access and use habitat (Draft EIS/EIR 
Section 3.3.4.3, p. 3.3-112-113).  
 
Under the Proposed Action, removal of dams could result in 
alterations in habitat availability, flow regime, water quality, 
temperature variation, and algal toxins which could affect 
steelhead in the long term. Dam removal would restore 
connectivity to at least 420 miles of historical habitat in the Upper 
Klamath Basin and would create additional habitat within the 
Hydroelectric Reach (Tinniswood 2011). It is anticipated that as a 
result of the Proposed Action the summer and winter steelhead 
within the Klamath River watershed would have an increase in 
abundance, productivity, population spatial structure, and genetic 
diversity. Based on increased habitat availability and improved 
habitat quality, the effect of the Proposed Action would be 
beneficial for summer and winter steelhead in the long term (Draft 
EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.3, p. 3.3-119). Long-term quantitative 
estimates of the steelhead population response are not available, 
but are qualitatively characterized as ranging from “no detectable 
response” to “broader spatial distribution and increased numbers 
of individuals within the Klamath system” depending on other 
variables such as water quality (Dunne et al, 2011, p. ii).  
 
As noted (Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.15.4.3, p. 3.15-59) the lack of 
quantitative population data makes it impossible to quantify the 
economic contribution of in-stream steelhead fishing to local 
economies. As a result, any increase in economic activity 
attributable to steelhead fishing is not captured in the economic 
analysis. This has the effect of underestimating the economic 
contribution of in-stream steelhead fishing should an increase in 
the steelhead population increase occur.  
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AO_LT_1228_038-7 The EIS/EIR describes the effects of climate change on the 
Proposed Action and alternatives. The text summarizes key 
components of larger documents that analyze predicted climate 
change impacts in the Pacific Northwest and the Klamath Basin. 
P. 3.10-22 of the Draft EIS/EIR specifies that the “primary effect of 
dam removal is still anticipated to be the return of approximately 
160 miles of the Klamath River, from J.C. Boyle Reservoir (RM 
224.7) to the Salmon River (RM 66), to a natural thermal regime.”  
In addition to Section 3.2, Water Quality which the comment 
author cites, p. 3.10-32 and 3.10-33 of the Draft EIS/EIR discuss 
the benefits of implementing the Drought Plan and the Climate 
Change Assessment and Adaptive Management Plan components 
of the KBRA. As described on these pages, these plans “will assist 
the region in planning and responding to the climate change 
impacts identified in this EIS/EIR in the short-term, mid-term, and 
long-term horizons.”  In addition to Section 3.2, Water Quality, 
discussion of climate change, Section 3.3.4.3 also discusses 
climate change.   

No 

AO_LT_1228_038-8 The analysis of the KBRA has been updated to clarify how 
implementation of the KBRA is expected to benefit groundwater 
levels in the Klamath Basin within and around the Klamath Project.  

Yes 

AO_LT_1228_038-9 To clarify the description of sediment quantities presented in the 
EIS/EIR, the text box on p. 2-XX, titled “Existing and Future 
Sediment Weight and Volume in the Four Facilities with Projected 
Erosion Following Dam Removal” has been added to show 
sediment quantities in both cubic yards and tons. Additionally a 
note indicating prior estimates of the sediment deposits that were 
also noted in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR has been added to 
the table. The EIS/EIR analysis relies on volume estimates in both 
tons and cubic yards (Mass report in US short tons). 

Yes 

AO_LT_1228_038-10 The sediment evaluation studies conducted for the Secretarial 
Determination process were not fish consumption advisory 
studies, so the results are limited in the sense that they provide 
direct information regarding potential human health risks due to 
fish consumption under the No Action/No Project Alternative 
(Alternative 1).  The bioaccumulatory pathways in the field study 
were not controlled (as they are in laboratory studies), and a direct 
comparison of human health risk due to fish consumption under 
the No Action/No Project Alternative to risk of fish consumption (of 
different species) under the Proposed Action is not possible.  
However, the potential human health impacts under Alternative 1 
(No Action/No Project) are discussed as a further line of evidence 
in Section 3.2.4.3.1.7 Inorganic and Organic Contaminants of the 
Draft EIS/EIR (p. 3.2-71 to 3.2-76).  Together, the evaluations of 
sediment and fish tissue data, and separate laboratory 

No 
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bioaccumulation studies, serve as multiple lines of evidence and 
indicate that a relatively small number of chemicals (i.e., mercury, 
arsenic, total PCBs, and dioxins) are present in the reservoir 
sediments at levels that have the potential to cause minor or 
limited adverse effects to humans through fish consumption in the 
Hydroelectric Reach.  The continued impoundment of water at the 
Four Facilities under the No Action/No Project Alternative would 
result in no change from these existing conditions.  These results 
and conclusions have been incorporated into the overall potential 
impacts shown in Draft EIS/EIR Figure 3.2-2 on p. 3.2-74.  Also 
refer to the document, Screening-Level Evaluation of 
Contaminants in Sediments from Three Reservoirs and the 
Estuary of the Klamath River, 2009–2011 (CDM 2011b), for 
detailed discussions of the data and evaluation used to derive this 
conclusion. Note that there are currently no TMDLs for 
contaminants in the Klamath Basin. 
 
In addition to this EIS/EIR, a Biological Assessment (BA) was 
prepared and a BO is in development that evaluate in depth the 
effects to endangered species. These reports would be used by 
the Secretary in making his decision.  
 
Mitigation measures are only identified if a significant impact is 
identified. No impacts are required for impacts that are considered 
less than significant. As shown in Draft EIS/EIR Sections 
3.2.4.3.1.7 (No Action/No Project Alternative) and 3.2.4.3.2.7 
(Proposed Action), a relatively small number of chemicals are 
present in reservoir sediments at levels that have the potential to 
cause minor or limited adverse effects under the alternatives.  
Thus, the effects are less-than-significant. 

AO_LT_1228_038-12 With regard to comments pertaining to “Baseline Chosen Is 
Appropriate”: 
 
We agree that economic impacts for the in river recreational 
fisheries are understated, due to inability to quantify effects of the 
Action alternatives on the steelhead and redband trout fisheries. A 
qualitative discussion of the latter fisheries is provided on p. 3.15-
43 and p. 3.15-59 to 3.15-60 of the Draft EIS/EIR.   
 
With regard to comments pertaining to “Incorrect ‘Expansion 
Factors’ for Monterey and Northern Oregon Regions”: 
 
An expansion factor of 1.0 was used in the Draft EIS/EIR to 
characterize the troll fishery in Monterey and Northern Oregon 
under 2001-2005 baseline conditions and long-term average 
conditions projected for Alternatives 2 and 3 (43% increase over 
baseline). While we agree that the expansion factors for Monterey 

Yes 

Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR

Vol. III, 11.7-626 - December 2012



Comment Author Spain, Glen 
Agency/Assoc. Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermans Assoc. 
Submittal Date December 28, 2011 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

and Northern Oregon would be much different from 1.0 during 
years of very low stock abundance (e.g., 2006), the baseline 
period and the 43% increase over baseline do not reflect such 
depressed conditions. Thus the 1.0 expansion factors are 
appropriate to the circumstances that were analyzed. For 
clarification, text has been added to Section 3.15.4.2 indicating 
that the tables pertaining to commercial, in-river and ocean 
recreational Chinook fisheries in that section reflect average 
(rather than depressed) stock abundance conditions. 
 
With regard to comments pertaining to “Error in Designating 
Where KRFC Harvests Occur”: 
 
With regard to Tables IV-1 and IV-2 of the Commercial Fishing 
Economics Technical Report, we do not claim that five of the 
seven management areas account for 99% of Klamath Chinook 
harvest but rather that they account for 99% of “revenues from 
Chinook harvest (all stocks) that are attributable to the availability 
of Klamath Chinook” (p 26). This latter claim is consistent with the 
data presented in the tables. 
 
We agree with NOAA Fisheries Service that “Over 99 percent of 
KRFC are caught with other salmon stocks, including more 
abundance Central Valley fall-run Chinook, in commercial and 
recreational fisheries in the Klamath impact area from Cape 
Falcon to Point Sur.” The statement in the EIS/EIR that 99% of 
revenues from Chinook harvest (all stocks) attributable to the 
availability of Klamath Chinook occurs in five of the seven 
management areas is not inconsistent with NOAA Fisheries 
Service’s definition of the Klamath River Fall Chinook (KRFC) 
impact area.  Rather the EIS/EIR statement describes how 
revenues attributable to the No Action and Proposed alternatives 
would be distributed within the KRFC impact area identified by 
NOAA Fisheries Service.  
 
We agree with the comment author’s concern regarding the need 
for more information regarding effects of the alternatives when 
Chinook is at low levels of abundance.  This issue is addressed in 
the Commercial Fishing Economics Technical Report but needs to 
be more fully addressed in the EIS/EIR. Such information has 
been added to Section 3.15.4.2 of the Final EIS/EIR.  
 
Given that 99% of revenues from Chinook harvest (all stocks) 
attributable to the availability of Klamath Chinook would occur in 
areas other than Monterey and Northern Oregon, the economic 
impacts of the No Action and Proposed alternatives would be 
modest at best in the latter two areas.  This is why the two areas 
are excluded from Tables 3.15-28, 3.15-29, 3.15-45 and 3.15-46.  
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This is explained in the Commercial Fishing Economics Technical 
Report.  Similar explanation has been added to  Section 3.15.4.2 
of the Final EIS/EIR.  
 
With regard to comments pertaining to “Converting ‘Jobs’ to FTEs 
and Clarifying Terms in Thompson report Table V-2 and V-4”: 
 
Section V.A. of the Commercial Fishing Economics Technical 
Report states that “The employment impacts include full time, part 
time, and temporary positions.” P. 3.15-27 of the Draft EIS/EIR 
similarly indicates that “a job can be full-time, part-time or 
temporary”. However, we agree that this definition should be made 
clear throughout these documents and not just in the methodology 
section.  Thus an appropriate “jobs” definition has been added to 
each of the results tables in the Commercial Fishing Economics 
Technical Report and the Final EIS/EIR. 
 
The IMPLAN data underlying the estimation of employment 
impacts in the EIS/EIR are compiled from a variety of sources 
including the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, the BLS, and the 
U.S. Census Bureau.  IMPLAN uses the BLS definition of 
employment.  Employment includes both full time and part time 
workers (rather than FTEs) and is measured in annual average 
jobs.  The jobs numbers are directly comparable across 
alternatives and resources.  The jobs numbers are also directly 
comparable to Federal and State employment data. 
 
IMPLAN data count part-time employment the same as full-time 
employment; for example a part-time worker who works all year is 
one average annual job.   However there is an adjustment for 
seasonal jobs; for example, two workers who work a half year 
count as one average annual job. 
 
Industries that are predominately part-time labor would have lower 
earnings per worker which translates to lower labor income, which 
is also measured as part of this analysis. 
 
Conversion of IMPLAN jobs to FTEs would involve application of 
national conversion rates (calculated from data provided by 
unemployment insurance programs) to regional employment 
figures.  Therefore the employment estimates provided in the 
EIS/EIR, are not necessarily appropriate at the regional level, and 
commercial fishermen are minimally represented in the 
unemployment insurance data which are used to compute the 
conversion rates.  Thus conversion to FTEs would introduce 
another potential source of error to the job estimates. 
 
 

Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR

Vol. III, 11.7-628 - December 2012



Comment Author Spain, Glen 
Agency/Assoc. Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermans Assoc. 
Submittal Date December 28, 2011 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

The title of Table V-4 of the Commercial Fishing Economics 
Technical Report indicates that the numbers pertain to economic 
impacts “under Alternative 2 relative to Alternative 1”.  To make 
this point clearer, the title of the table has been edited to indicate 
that the difference between Alternatives 1 and 2 represents 
additional jobs. 

   
AO_LT_1228_038-13 Concern #1: AR-1: Protection of Mainstem Spawning  

 
The issues raised by the comment author are valid, and useful for 
the implementation of AR-1. As described in the Draft EIS/EIR 
Section 3.3.4.3 (p. 3.3-196) a detailed plan describing capture 
techniques, release locations, and monitoring methods for the 
implementation of AR-1 would be developed by the DRE prior to 
2019. This plan would provide for the further consideration of 
differences in “races” of each species to minimize the mixing of 
different stocks, and to consider hatchery stocks. This plan would 
also consider specific protections from the timing of sediment 
surges.  
 
Concern #2: AR-2: Protection of Outmigrating Juveniles 
 
The issues raised by the comment author are valid, and useful for 
the implementation of AR-2. As described in the Draft EIS/EIR 
Section 3.3.4.3 (p. 3.3-197), trapping on all of these streams is 
proposed to help preserve the genetic integrity and varied life 
history tactics that are represented by this group of streams that 
have a high diversity with respect to size, channel types, water 
temperature regimes, geographic distribution, and other attributes. 
In addition a detailed plan describing trapping techniques, release 
locations, and monitoring methods would be developed by the 
DRE prior to 2019. This plan would consider adjustments in timing 
of captures and releases so as to preserve, as much as possible, 
the same genetic diversity that currently exists, as well as to 
prevent geographic dislocations that might result in higher future 
straying rates from the incoming adults from this most affected 
year-class. As described in the Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.3 (p. 
3.3-197), The procedures of trapping, handling, trucking, and 
releasing outmigrating salmonids could result in harm or mortality 
to some individuals, and releasing fish at downstream locations 
could reduce natal cues and increase stray rates. Therefore fish 
would be captured and transported only if conditions within the 
mainstem are as poor as predicted. Due to the uncertainties with 
suspended sediment modeling, water quality monitoring during 
spring 2020 would be used to trigger the initiation and cessation of 
the capture program and inform suitable release locations. 
Consistent with the concerns raised in this comment, the Draft 
EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.3 (p. 3.3-197) describes that, alternatively, 
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in a portion of tributaries juveniles could be held in temporary 
facilities within tributaries and released when SSC in the mainstem 
were non-stressful. This would prevent any decrease in the natal 
cue, as well as any potential associated effects of fish transport.  
 
Concern #3: AR-3: Fall Flow Pulses  
 
The issues raised by the comment author are valid, and useful for 
the implementation of AR-3. As described in the Draft EIS/EIR 
Section 3.3.4.3 (p. 3.3-198) a detailed plan describing target flows 
and monitoring methods would be developed by the DRE prior to 
2019. This plan would consider the development of clear “triggers” 
in terms of current and projected future meteorological conditions, 
as well as river conditions, to determine whether such fall pulse 
flows are going to be available, and in what volume, and still leave 
a very high probability (80% or greater) of having enough 
additional inflows for the spring pulse flows needed during smolt 
out-migration (and to meet coho BiOp requirements). 
 
Concern #4: AR-4: Hatchery Management 
 
As described in the Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.3 (p. 3.3-199), the 
central focus of this mitigation measures is to recommend that 
hatchery managers could adjust the timing of hatchery releases 
during spring 2020. As noted in this comment, an alternative is 
proposed to allow the sub-yearling and yearling smolts to imprint 
at the hatchery and then truck them to release locations 
downstream where SSC effects may be muted by tributary 
accretion flow. Imprinting on the hatchery prior to release is 
proposed to reduce the potential for straying, a concern noted in 
the comment. However, the issue raised is legitimate, and would 
be considered in the detailed plan describing adjustments to 
hatchery management to be developed by the DRE prior to 2019 
[Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.3 (p. 3.3-199)]. 

   
AO_LT_1228_038-14 The issues raised by the comment author are valid, and useful for 

the implementation of AR-2. As described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 
3.3.4.3 (p. 3.3-197), trapping on all of these streams is proposed 
to help preserve the genetic integrity and varied life history tactics 
that are represented by this group of streams that have a high 
diversity with respect to size, channel types, water temperature 
regimes, geographic distribution, and other attributes. In addition a 
detailed plan describing trapping techniques, release locations, 
and monitoring methods would be developed by the DRE prior to 
2019. This plan would consider adjustments in timing of captures 
and releases so as to preserve, as much as possible, the same 
genetic diversity that currently exists, as well as to prevent 
geographic dislocations that might result in higher future straying 

No 
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rates from the incoming adults from this most affected year-class. 
As described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.3 (p. 3.3-197), the 
procedures of trapping, handling, trucking, and releasing out 
migrating salmonids could result in harm or mortality to some 
individuals, and releasing fish at downstream locations could 
reduce natal cues and increase stray rates. Therefore fish would 
be captured and transported only if conditions within the mainstem 
are as poor as predicted. Due to the uncertainties with suspended 
sediment modeling, water quality monitoring during spring 2020 
would be used to trigger the initiation and cessation of the capture 
program and inform suitable release locations. Consistent with the 
concerns raised in this comment, the Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.3 
(p. 3.3-197) describes that, alternatively, in a portion of tributaries 
juveniles could be held in temporary facilities within tributaries and 
released when SSC in the mainstem were non-stressful. This 
would prevent any decrease in the natal cue, as well as any 
potential associated effects of fish transport. 

   
AO_LT_1228_038-15 Master Response HYDG-1 Flood Protection. 

 
Additional analysis of the specific structures requiring mitigation 
due to increased water surface elevations would be completed as 
a part of future engineering studies that would follow an Affirmative 
Secretarial Determination. As noted by the comment author 
Mitigation Measures H-1 and H-2 were determined to reduce the 
impact to hydrology to less than significant. However the additional 
mitigation measures identified by the comment author could be 
considered as a of any future environmental compliance review 
required following an Affirmative Secretarial Determination. 

No 

   
AO_LT_1228_038-16 The commenter has correctly characterized the information 

presented in the Dam Removal Real Estate Evaluation Report  
 
Master Response RE-3 Landowners Compensation.   
 
Master Response RE-4 Takings.   

No 

   
AO_LT_1228_038-17 Master Response RE-3A Landowner Compensation. 

 
The specific process outlined for compensation of landowners is 
outside the scope of the EIS/EIR.   

No 

   
AO_LT_1228_038-18 As noted, mitigation measure REC-1 would develop recreation 

opportunities along the newly created river channel.  
Master Response RE-6B, C, and E Disposition of Parcel B Lands.  

No 

   
AO_LT_1228_038-19 While it is correct that Proposition 13 limits a property tax rate 

increase on real property, it does not prohibit a decrease on the 
No 
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taxable rate of real property. Proposition 8 was passed in 1978 
and it allows for a temporary reduction in the assessed value of 
real property if the real property declines in value.  Proposition 8 is 
codified by section 51(a)(2) of the California Revenue and 
Taxation Code.  If a real property’s market value decreases below 
the property’s base year value (the value at the time of purchase 
or the assessed value in 1975) it can result in a lower tax 
assessment through the county tax assessor. 

   
AO_LT_1228_038-20 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record.  No 
   
AO_LT_1228_038-21 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record. No 
   
AO_LT_1228_038-22 NEPA requires an EIS to disclose the impacts associated with 

each alternative to foster the decision-making process, which is 
what the EIS/EIR has done. NEPA also requires that mitigation 
measures must be also discussed in an EIS, but it is at the 
discretion of the Lead Agency as to what measures are adopted 
and implemented. 

No 

AO_LT_1228_038-23 As presented in the Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4.3.2.7 (p. 3.2-118 
to 3.2-125), the potential for effects on aquatic species and 
humans due to exposure to sediment-associated inorganic and 
organic contaminants in the lower Klamath River would be less-
than-significant.  Therefore, no mitigation measure is required. 

No 

AP_LT_1228_038-24 Use of “Reclamation” as an acronym for the Bureau of 
Reclamation is first explained in the Executive Summary under 
Section ES.2.1.  
 
It is also shown in the reference list for Section 3.15 by listing the 
first Bureau of Reclamation reference with the full name “Bureau 
of Reclamation” followed by (Reclamation). Each reference listed 
after this only uses the acronym “Reclamation” to identify the 
reference.  
 
No change will be made to these citations. 

AO_LT_1228_038-25 
 

The reference to Mitigation Measures PHS-1 and PHS-2 in the 
part of Section 3.18 noted by the comment author is correct. No 
change to the text is necessary. 
 
The impact analysis is describing potential public health and safety 
effects during construction and demolition of recreational facilities. 
PHS-1 calls for the preparation and implementation of a public 
safety management plan that would apply to all phases of 
construction and demolition. PHS-2 is a fire safety management 
plan to reduce the risk of fire as a result of construction/ demolition 

No 
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activities. Mitigation Measure REC-1 provides for the mitigation for 
recreational facilities that would be removed during dam removal. 
The intent of REC-1 is to provide recreational resources and 
infrastructure which would support similar levels albeit different 
types of use. Thus, mitigation measures PHS-1 and PHS-2 are the 
correct mitigation references for this potential impact. 

AO_LT_1228_038-26 The discussion is focused on the Public Health and Safety 
mitigations for construction activities related to removing the 
existing recreation facilities, not mitigating for their loss. Mitigation 
Measures PHS-1 and -2 are the correct mitigations measures for 
the impact under discussion.  
 
4) As discussed on Draft EIS/EIR p. 3.18-13 of the Public Health 
and Safety section, the Four Facilities under consideration for 
removal have a nameplate generation capacity of 163MW, and an 
annual average generation of 686,000 MW. Other numbers 
throughout the Draft EIS/EIR use this 686,000 MW number for the 
analysis of different impacts. The discussions on p. 3.18-23 and 
3.18-27 have been clarified to match the initial discussion on p. 
3.18-13 and table 3.18-4. 

Yes 

AO_LT_1228_038-27 Section 3.18, Public Health & Safety, has been revised to include 
this information. 

Yes 
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AO_LT_1024_005-1 The Secretary of the Interior acknowledges that there are many 
people who support dam removal and there are many who 
maintain that the dams should stay in place. There are a range of 
reasonable alternatives presented in the Draft EIS/EIR; 18 
alternatives are presented in the Draft EIS/EIR, five of which are 
examined in detail using the best available science. There are 
positive and negative aspects for each of these alternatives. The 
potential effect of each alternative is discussed in the EIS/EIR and 
will be fully considered by the Secretary, along with public input 
and peer reviewed science before making a final determination. 

No 

AO_LT_1024_005-2 Master Response N/CP-13 KBRA is Analyzed as a Connected 
Action. 
 
The Klamath agreements are examples of negotiations designed 
to resolve longstanding legal battles over the use of water 
resources in the Klamath Basin. There are provisions in law which 
allow parties to negotiate privately to resolve litigation and to keep 
the contents of discussions confidential. This is what occurred in 
the negotiations over PacifiCorp’s Klamath Hydroelectric Project, 
as well as the related Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement. 
PacifiCorp, tribes, environmental, fishing and agriculture interests 
are using these meetings to negotiate agreements that avoid 
litigation. The federal government often times has a vested interest 
in resolving the litigation as well. 
 
Master Response GEN-7 Unsubstantial Information. 
 
Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8 - Dam 
Removal Without KBRA from Detailed Study.  
 
Master Response ALT-7 Elimination of KBRA and KHSA Including 
Alternatives 16 - Dredge Upper Klamath Lake and 18- Partition of 
Upper Klamath Lake from Detailed Study. 

No 
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AO_LT_1230_057-1 Comment Noted.  
 
Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 

AO_LT_1230_057-2 Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8 - Dam 
Removal Without KBRA from Detailed Study. 

No 

AO_LT_1230_057-3 Master Response WQ-22 TMDLs and the No Action/No Project 
Alternative (and Alternative 4).  
 
Master Response WQ-4C and D. Hydroelectric Project Impacts to 
Water Quality & Anticipated KHSA/KBRA Improvements. 
 
A discussion of economic, environmental, and environmental 
justice implications of compliance or noncompliance with the 
TMDLs is outside the scope of this project analysis.  

No 

AO_LT_1230_057-4 TMDL implementation is included in every alternative analyzed in 
the EIS/EIR including the No Action/No Project Alternative. 
Analyzing the costs of implementing these TMDLs is beyond the 
scope of this EIS/EIR.  
 
Master Response COST-2 Cost of FERC Licensing.  

No 

AO_LT_1230_057-5 The comment author incorrectly states the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service recently petitioned, pursuant to the ESA, to list Chinook 
salmon in the Upper Klamath and Trinity River (UKTR) ESU.  In 
reality, the petition requested the National Marine Fisheries 
Service to list the UKTR ESU.  
 
In response to this petition, the National Marine Fisheries Service 
formed a Biological Review Team to review the biological status of 
the species to determine if listing under the ESA is warranted.  
The results of the review indicate that recent spawner abundance 
estimates of both fall- run and spring-run Chinook salmon 
returning to spawn in natural areas are generally low compared to 
historical estimates of abundance; however, the majority of 
populations have not declined in spawner abundance over the 
past 30 years (i.e., from the late 1970s and early 1980s to 2010) 
except for the Scott and Shasta rivers where there have been 
modest declines (Williams et al 2011).  In addition, Williams et al. 
(2011) found that hatchery returns did not track escapement to 
natural spawning areas and they concluded that there has been 
little change in the abundance levels, trends in abundance, or 
population growth rates since the review conducted by Myers et al. 
(1998). The Biological Review Team also noted that the recent 
abundance levels of some populations are low, especially in the 

Yes 
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context of historical abundance estimates. This was most evident 
with respect to two of the three spring-run population units that 
were evaluated (Salmon River and South Fork Trinity River).  
Although current levels of abundance are generally low compared 
with historical estimates of abundance, the current abundance 
levels do not constitute a major risk in terms of ESU extinction. 
 
Spring Chinook Background: As noted in the Darft EIS/EIR on p. 
3.3-7, historically, the spring-run Chinook salmon may have been 
as abundant as the fall run (Moyle 2002). Large numbers of 
Chinook salmon once spawned in the basin above Klamath Lake 
in the Williamson, Sprague, and Wood rivers (Snyder 1931, as 
cited in National Research Council 2004). Large runs of spring 
Chinook salmon also returned to the Shasta, Scott, and Salmon 
rivers. 
 
In Section 3.3 the following text has been added: 
 
Cause of the Decline:   
 
 ·         Huntington (Huntington 2006) reasoned that spring-run 
Chinook likely accounted for the majority of the Upper Klamath 
Basin’s actual salmon production under pristine conditions, but 
were apparently in substantial decline by the early 1900s. The 
cause of the decline of the Klamath River spring-run Chinook 
salmon prior to Copco 1 Dam has been attributed to dams, 
overfishing, irrigation, and largely to commercial hydraulic mining 
operations (Coots 1962; Snyder 1931). These large scale mining 
operations occurred primarily in the late 1800’s, and along with 
overfishing, left spring Chinook little chance to recover prior to 
dam construction in early 1900’s (Draft EIS/EIR p. 3.3-7). 
 
 ·         Dam construction eliminated much of the historical spring-
run spawning and rearing habitat and was partly responsible for 
the extirpation of at least seven spring-run populations from the 
Klamath-Trinity River system (Myers et al. 1997). The construction 
of Dwinnell Dam on the Shasta River in 1926 was soon followed 
by the disappearance of the spring Chinook salmon run in that 
tributary (Moyle et al. 1995 in National Research Council 2004) 
(Draft EIS/EIR p. 3.3-7). 
 
 ·         Under this Alternative, spring-run Chinook salmon are likely 
to remaining at significantly suppressed levels over the years of 
analysis (50 years) (added to end of 2nd paragraph under spring 
Chinook in the Draft EIS/EIR on p. 3.3-63, Alternative 1). 
 
 
As noted in the Draft EIS/EIR on p. 3.3-63 and 3.3-64, the 
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consequences of this ongoing loss of habitat to the population 
could include reduced resilience to recover from catastrophic 
disturbances of natural or anthropogenic origin, such as wildfire or 
chemical spills. Because areas upstream of the barrier include 
coldwater refugia, opportunities for the population to adapt to 
changing climate are reduced, whether these changes are a result 
of short- or long-term cycles or trends.  Overall, spring Chinook 
salmon mostly use the mainstem Klamath River as a migratory 
corridor during adult migration, and downstream smolt migration. 
 
Access to Additional Habitat: The Draft EIS/EIR (Section 3.3.4.3) 
states access to additional habitat would provide a long-term 
benefit to spring-run Chinook salmon populations.  
 
Alternatives 2 and 3 (p. 3.3-101 of the Draft EIS/EIR) have been 
revised to integrate the following:  
 
 ·         A) Successful passage would provide access to important 
thermal refugia, most notably in the J.C. Boyle Bypassed Reach 
and in tributaries upstream of Upper Klamath Lake (Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission 2007). Dam removal would make 
habitat accessible to both spring-run and fall-run Chinook salmon 
above IGD (Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 2007).  
Removing the dams would allow access to at least 49 tributaries 
upstream of Iron Gate Dam that would provide hundreds of miles 
of habitat for Chinook salmon (DOI 2007), including groundwater-
fed areas resistant to water temperature increases caused by 
changes in climate (Hamilton et al. 2011).  Some of these areas, 
such as the lower Williamson River, have habitat that would 
provide substantial holding areas for spring Chinook (Hamilton et 
al. 2010).  Other holding areas with suitable temperatures above 
the Project include Big Springs in the J.C.Boyle Bypassed Reach 
(DOI Bureau of Land Management 2003), groundwater influenced 
areas on the west side of UKL (Gannett et al. 2007), and the 
Wood River (Gannett et al. 2007), Providing an unimpeded 
migration corridor, the Proposed Action would provide the greatest 
possible benefit related to fish passage, hence, the highest 
survival (Buchanan et al. 2011a) and reproductive success. It is 
anticipated that as a result of the Proposed Action the spring-run 
Chinook salmon population within the Klamath River watershed 
would have an increase in abundance, productivity, population 
spatial structure, and genetic diversity.  
 
 ·         B) The EIS/EIR (Section 3.3.4.3.) presents information from 
the Chinook Salmon Expert Panel Report (Goodman et al. 2011). 
The report noted uncertainties based on existing data and 
concluded the prospects for the Proposed Action to provide a 
substantial positive effect for spring Chinook salmon is more 
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remote than for fall-run Chinook salmon. The primary concern of 
the panel was that low abundance and productivity (return per 
spawner) of spring Chinook salmon would limit recolonization of 
habitats upstream of Iron Gate Dam.  However, this concern would 
be addressed in that the KBRA includes a reintroduction 
component to establish populations in the new habitats.  Above 
UKL, KBRA implementation would reintroduce Chinook salmon in 
Phase 1 (KBRA section 11.3.1.A) – no sooner than one year after 
the KBRA Effective Date. The adaptive management approach to 
reintroduction will include spring Chinook as well as fall Chinook 
(Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 2008). Even without 
supplementation, it is likely that Chinook salmon recolonization 
would occur as it did following barrier removal at Landsburg Dam 
in Washington (Kiffney et al. 2008).  In addition, KBRA actions 
would be implemented that are anticipated to improve productivity 
of existing and potentially newly accessible habitats.  
 
 ·         C) Historically, adult spring-run Chinook salmon migrated 
upstream of the current location of IGD, perhaps as early as 
February and March (Klamath Republican articles in Fortune et al. 
1966) and likely held over in large holding pools in the mainstem, 
in tributaries fed by cool water, and in headwater habitat above 
UKL (California Department of Fish and Game 1990; Moyle 2002; 
Snyder 1931).  One benefit of such early migration would be the 
avoidance of periods of poor water quality.  The restored water 
temperature regime may change upstream migration timing of 
adult spring-run Chinook salmon because of the shift in water 
temperatures below IGD (Bartholow et al. 2005).  
 
 ·         D) With large scale hydraulic mining operations now 
outlawed, spring-run Chinook salmon would no longer be subject 
to one of their most significant threats in the Klamath River as 
discussed above. Current improved fisheries management 
minimizes overharvest. 
 
·         E) While access to the Upper Klamath Basin provides 
considerable promise of increasing spring-run abundance, 
Huntington (2006) cautioned that the existing potential for Chinook 
salmon production within the basin above UKL is clearly much 
lower than his estimate of historical potential. His approach, 
however, did not fully account for the historical (and unknown) 
production potential of UKL itself, which could have been 
considerable. A recent experimental reintroduction into UKL 
suggests that habitat here would continue to support Chinook 
salmon (Maule et al. 2009). 
 
 
·         F) To strengthen resiliency in salmon populations, habitat 
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opportunities need to be expanded to allow maximum expression 
of life-history variation.  Restoration of migration to habitat above 
Iron Gate Dam, in particular upper Klamath tributaries with 
important groundwater resources, will be conducive to variation of 
life-histories, including spring Chinook, and population resilience 
(Hamilton et al. 2011).  
 
Alternative 4 (p. 3.3-157) and Alternative 5 (p. 3.3-181) has been 
revised to integrate A, C, D, E, and F above either by reference or 
the addition of the text. 
 
As noted in the Draft EIS/EIR in Section 3.3-15, spring Chinook 
salmon are highly desirable and would provide quality benefits to 
the subsistence fishery and lengthen the duration of harvest.  
Restoration of spring Chinook is of particular importance for 
IndianTribes, as it could lead to revival of the traditional First 
Salmon Ceremony. 
 
 Green Sturgeon: The Draft EIS/EIR in Section 3.3.4.3 states 
Southern Green Sturgeon may enter the Klamath River estuary to 
forage during the summer months. They would not be present 
when the most severe effects of dam removal are occurring, and 
are not expected to be affected by the Proposed Action. The 
remainder of this section describes the potential effects of the 
Proposed Action on the Northern Green Sturgeon DPS. Northern 
Green Sturgeon do not occur upstream of Ishi Pishi Falls and 
would not be affected by Proposed Action effects that do not 
extend downstream past these falls.  The Proposed Action would 
release dam-stored sediment downstream to the lower Klamath 
River in the short term, and restore a flow regime that more closely 
mimics natural conditions in the lower Klamath River and would 
improve water quality and reduce instances of algal toxins. These 
long-term effects would benefit green sturgeon using the lower 
Klamath River reach. The Proposed Action is not expected to 
substantially change or affect estuarine habitat. 
 
Green sturgeon in the Klamath Basin have the following traits 
likely to enhance the species’ resilience to impacts of the 
Proposed Action: 
 
 ·         Most of the population (subadult and adult) would be in the 
ocean during the year of the Proposed Action (2020) and would be 
unaffected (Appendix E). 
 
 ·         The approximately 30 percent of the population that spawn 
and rear in the Trinity River would be unaffected. 
 
 ·         Much of the spawning and rearing of green sturgeon occurs 
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downstream of the Trinity River, where sediment concentrations 
would be similar to existing conditions and the No Action/No 
Project Alternative. 
 
 ·         Green sturgeon are long-lived (>40 years) and are able to 
spawn multiple times (~8 times) (Klimley et al. 2007), so effects on 
two year classes may have little influence on the population as a 
whole. 
 
The EIS/EIR acknowledges the relative lack of information for 
freshwater mussels (EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.3) and eulachon.  For 
freshwater mussels, dam removal would increase connectivity 
between Upper Klamath Basin and the Hydroelectric Reach and 
would create additional riverine habitat within the Hydroelectric 
Reach. Based on increased habitat availability and habitat quality 
in the long term, the effect of the Proposed Action would be 
beneficial for mussels in the long term (EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.3). 
For eulachon, dam removal would result in reductions in habitat 
quality during reservoir drawdowns that would be detrimental to 
Primary Constituent Elements of eulachon critical habitat, the 
Proposed Action would have a significant effect on eulachon 
critical habitat in the short term. Based on benefits to the PCEs, 
the Proposed Action would have a beneficial effect on critical 
habitat for eulachon in the long term (EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.3).  
 
For all species analyzed, when the short-term deleterious effects 
occurring during reservoir drawdown in 2020 are weighed against 
the long-term benefits to the Klamath River, the systemic 
restoration espoused in the Proposed Action improves biological 
productivity and the quality of waters, streams, wetlands, 
estuaries, and lakes (EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.3).  

AO_LT_1230_057-6 The analysis of the KBRA has been updated to clarify how 
implementation of the KBRA is expected to benefit groundwater 
levels in the Klamath Basin.  
 
Discussion of the related potential impacts of the KBRA on 
fisheries is presented in Section 3.3, Aquatic Resources. 

Yes 

AO_LT_1230_057-7 The Dam Removal Real Estate Evaluation Report was completed 
by Bender-Rosenthal, Inc. The primary author met all of the 
requirements of the Appraisal Institute for Professional Appraisers 
and Bender-Rosenthal complied with the Uniform Standards for 
Professional Appraisal Practice in its study methodology. The 
report was not intended as an analysis of specific impacts to any 
given parcel or property but rather was intended as a look, in the 
aggregate, of the potential impact of the real estate land values in 
the communities surrounding Copco and Iron Gate reservoirs. It is 

No 
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not a valuation of any specific property or properties in the 
communities. Appraisal theory attributes premiums to the overall 
price of a property such as reservoir frontage or views to the lot 
and not the improvements. Since the change in property value is 
being attributed to the value of the lot following the loss of the 
reservoirs the value of the improvements was not considered.  
 
The results of this analysis are presented in Section 3.15, 
Socioeconomics. The potential for increases in property values 
downstream of the reservoirs following dam removal due to 
improved water quality is also presented in Section 3.15, 
Socioeconomics.  

AO_LT_1230_057-8 Estimated economic impacts relative to the No Action/No Project 
Alternative, including those related to recreation, which is 
generally related to tourism, are discussed in Section 3.15. Losses 
in reservoir and whitewater recreation are expected to be offset by 
improvements in sport fishing (both ocean and in river)  and refuge 
recreation.  These changes are anticipated to  occur in specific 
regions both downstream and upstream of the dams and to have a 
positive net effect on the economy in those regions.  (Section 
3.15.3 describes the region of analysis used for each recreational 
activity.). 
 
As indicated in Section 3.20,4.3, long-term improvements in fish, 
wildlife and scenic viewing opportunities are expected in the 
Project Reach and in areas currently designated as Wild and 
Scenic Rivers upstream and downstream of the Project Reach. 

No 

AO_LT_1230_057-9 The Draft EIS/EIR focuses on specific No Action and Action 
alternatives.  A broader discussion of the value of restoration 
versus extraction is beyond the scope of this document. 
 
Regional economic impacts associated with the No Action and 
Action alternatives are quantified to the extent possible in Section 
3.15 and summarized in Tables 3.15-65 and 3.15-66. Impacts that 
could not be quantified are addressed qualitatively. For instance, 
while economic impacts of the KBRA Tribal Program are 
quantified in Table 3.15-66, impacts on tribal fisheries could not be 
quantified and are instead qualitatively discussed on p. 3.15-45 to 
3.15-48, 3.15-62 to 3.15-63, 3.15-81, 3.15-83 and 3.15-87.  
 
We agree that the regional economic impacts of in-river sport 
fishing are understated, due to inability to quantify the impacts of 
the steelhead and redband trout fisheries. A qualitative discussion 
of the latter fisheries is provided on p. 3.15-43, 3.15-59 to 3.15-60, 
3.15-81, p. 15-83 and 3.15-87.  
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While the harvest-to-effort conversion factor used for the in-river 
recreational salmon fishery may differ from conversion factors 
used elsewhere, it was deemed appropriate for the Draft EIS/EIR, 
as it is based on harvest and effort data specific to the Klamath 
River.  
 
The modest increase in employment and income impacts shown 
for the in river recreational Chinook fishery is due to several 
factors: (1) The long-term average 9% increase in river 
recreational harvest is based on a Chinook production model that 
caps the in-river Chinook harvest at 25,000 fish, with any surplus 
above this amount going to escapement. This cap was deemed 
reasonable, as it accommodates harvests that considerably 
exceed the highest in-river recreational harvests experienced in 
the past two decades and is consistent with historical data 
indicating the inability of the in-river sport fishery to fully utilize its 
harvest allocation in higher abundance years. (2) The analysis 
assumes that the in-river recreational fishery receives 7.5% of the 
total available Chinook harvest; this is consistent with recent 
fishery management practices. (3) The increase in access to 
Chinook harvest by in-river fisheries does not expand access to 
other salmon stocks as it does in the mixed stock ocean fisheries.  

AO_LT_1230_057-10 Master Response TTA-1 Federal Trust Responsibility and the 
KBRA. 

No 
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AO_LT_1019_002-1 
 

The principles referred to are not listed; therefore, a response 
cannot be provided. 

No 
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SG_MC_1020_003  
PUBLIC HEARING ON THE KLAMATH DAM 

REMOVAL DRAFT EIS/EIR 
---o0o--- 

YREKA, CALIFORNIA 
THURSDAY, OCTOBER 20, 2011 

  
MR. DAVE BITTS:  My name is Dave Bitts, D-a-v-e B-i-t-t-s.  
  
I'm a commercial fisherman, salmon fisherman,  
  
based in Eureka.  I'm also president of the Pacific Coast  
  
Federation of Fishermens' Association, representing the  
  
ports whose fishermen fish for salmon all up and down California.  
  
I strongly support dam removal.  I don't  

 
believe that salmon are going to survive in the Klamath  
 
River unless the dams come out, and I believe that if the  
 
dams do come out, that they will flourish.  
 
Um, commercial fishermen will benefit in two  
 
ways from the increase in Klamath salmon populations  
 
because of dam removal and the KBRA.  
  
First, if there is an increase of Klamath fish  
 
in the ocean, we will catch more of those.  
 
Klamath fish are about ten percent of our  
 
catch, so doubling their numbers would mean our catch  
 
would increase by about ten percent.  
 
But the less obvious and more profound effect  
 
is that our whole fishery is governed by the abundance of  
 
Klamath fish in the ocean and it varies with that  
 
abundance, so that if there are more fish in more years,  
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we will have more time and opportunity to fish on other  
 
stocks in the ocean, primarily, Sacramento fall Chinook,  
 
which are more than half of our catch.  So it's very  
 
likely that if salmon fish are more abundant, our total  
 
landings coast-wide could increase by as much as 50  
 
percent, and that would be great.  We would love to have  
 
more time than we currently do to catch fish.  
 
There is no over-fishing of salmon on the  
 
Pacific Coast.  It does not happen, there are no foreign  
 
vessels fishing in our waters and the domestic fleet is  
 
very tightly managed to prevent over-fishing, to make sure  
 
there are enough fish left to spawn.  It just doesn't  
 
happen.  
  
There is a property value issue that I haven't  
 
really heard considered here and that is that we have a  
 
major landowner in the basin that is trying to make a  
 
business decision about the disposal of its property; that  
 
landowner is PacifiCorp, and I believe they should be  
 
allowed to make a business decision about how to best and  
 
most profitably dispose of their property.  That's what  
 
they are trying to do.  We are helping.  
 
There's a couple of beefs I've heard that I  
 
think have a lot of merit, and those are, um, the  
 
potential loss in property values around the lake and the  
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loss in tax revenues to Siskiyou County.  Those issues  
 
have to be addressed in this process.  It would be wrong  
 
if those issues were not addressed.  
  
I stand to win as a fisherman if this all  
  
happens; I'll feel a lot better about that if you don't  
  
lose, in a way, by the same measures that cause me to win,  
 
and I would hope, as far as the Klamath Basin Restoration  
 
Agreement goes, that's a deal between a bunch of other  
 
parties, and the Klamath Project irrigators, don't they  
 
get to make a deal?  
  
Thank you.  
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SG_MC_1020_003-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 

Others Oppose Dam Removal. 
No 

   
SG_MC_1020_003-2 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record. No 

SG_MC_1020_003-3 Master Response GEN-20 PacifiCorp Private Ownership of 
Hydroelectric Facilities.  
 
Master Response RE-2 Changes in Property Values. 
 
Changes in County of Siskiyou tax revenue is discussed in Section 
3.15, Socioeconomics, of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS)/Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

No 

SG_MC_1020_003-4 Comment noted. 
 
Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record. 

No 
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SG_EM_1219_006 
-------------------------------------------  

From: Fred Cliff[SMTP:FREDCLIFF@GMAIL.COM]  

Sent: Monday, December 19, 2011 12:44:28 PM  

To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd  

Subject: Klamath Dams DEIS - Support for Alternative 2  

Auto forwarded by a Rule  

Ms. Elizabeth Vasquez 
Bureau of Reclamation 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Dear Ms. Vasquez, 

On behalf of the Oregon chapter of Backcountry Hunters and Anglers, I'm writing to indicate support for 
Alternative 2 (the proposed action) which includes the full facilities removal of four dams and the 
implementation of the Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement (KBRA). Outdoor activities including 
hunting, fishing and wildlife viewing contribute millions of dollars annually to the Klamath County economy 
- $23 million as calculated by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. Removal of the four dams and 
implementation of the KBRA will help water conditions in the Klamath basin national wildlife refuges and 
improve waterfowl habitat. Likewise, the salmon and steelhead fishery will benefit. Enhanced hunting and 
fishing opportunities will ensure an ongoing, and increasingly greater, benefit to the local economy as well 
as to sportsmen and sportswomen. 

In addition to the benefits to sportsmen, the Klamath agreements are good for family farmers and 
ranchers and represent a locally devised plan. Implementation of the agreements will be good for people, 
fish and wildlife and will demonstrate fiscal responsibility in comparison to the cost of continued conflict in 
the Klamath basin. 

Sincerely, 

Fred Cliff 

Co-Chair - Oregon Backcountry Hunters and Anglers 
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SG_EM_1219_006-1 
 

Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 
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SG_WI_1107_004 
 

------------------------------------------- 
From: chamerstad@aol.com[SMTP:CHAMERSTAD@AOL.COM] 
Sent: Monday, November 07, 2011 2:57:06 PM 
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; werner@wrinkledog.com 
Subject: Web Inquiry: Klamath River Dam Removal Auto forwarded by a Rule 
 
Name: Charles Hammerstad 
Organization: Flycasters, Inc. of San Jose 
 
Subject: Klamath River Dam Removal 
 
Body: I am in full support of Alternative 2 – full dam removal and I like fish, I 
like jobs, and I want to solve the Klamath Crisis! 
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EIS/EIR

SG_WI_1107_004-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 
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Comment Author O'Keefe, Thomas 
Agency/Assoc. American Whitewater 
Submittal Date December 26, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

SG_LT_1226_008-1 
 

The Draft EIS/EIR identifies mitigation measures developed by the 
Lead Agencies for potentially significant impacts and also 
identifies significant and unavoidable impacts. Table ES-4 of the 
Draft EIS/EIR summarizes mitigation measures and unavoidable 
impacts.  

No 

SG_LT_1226_008-2 
 

Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 

SG_LT_1226_008-3 
 

Master Response REC-9 Recreation Flows on Hell's Corner 
Reach.  

No 

SG_LT_1226_008-4 This impact finding was changed to “long-term and beneficial”. No 

SG_LT_1226_008-5 Master Response REC-6 Chanel Flows Following Dam Removal.  Yes 

SG_LT_1226_008-6 Master Response WSR-1 Wild & Scenic River Eligibility.  No 

SG_LT_1226_008-7 Master Response REC-7 Keno Reach Access.  Yes 

SG_LT_1226_008-8 Master Response REC-7 Keno Reach Access.  Yes 

SG_LT_1226_008-9 Master Response REC-3 Mitigation Measure REC-1.  Yes 

SG_LT_1226_008-10 Master Response REC-3 Mitigation Measure REC-1.  No 

SG_LT_1226_008-11 The modeling results for JC Boyle Bypass Reach shown in the in 
the Draft EIS/EIR show a substantial increase in the number of 
days with flows suitable for whitewater boating. The determination 
has been changed to long-term and beneficial. 

Yes 

SG_LT_1226_008-12 
 

The environmental analysis for the Klamath Hydroelectric 
Settlement Agreement (KHSA) Interim Measure 8 in Appendix D 
Non-ICP Interim Measures is the J.C. Boyle Bypass Barrier 
Removal was completed in 2011; This interim measure is 
projected to be implemented in 2012. It should be noted that the 
objective for the project is to provide for the safe, timely, and 
effective upstream passage of Chinook and coho salmon, 
steelhead trout, Pacific lamprey, and redband trout and not to 
remove a barrier to whitewater boating. The design is to break up 
the large boulders, leaving them in place. Because it is unknown 
what the ultimate disposition of the remaining rock and boulders 
will it is unknown how this change would influence the acceptable 
whitewater boating flow range for the reach. 

No 

SG_LT_1226_008-13 
 

The impact statement has been changed from less than significant 
to beneficial. 

Yes 
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Comment Author O'Keefe, Thomas 
Agency/Assoc. American Whitewater 
Submittal Date December 26, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

SG_LT_1226_008-14 
 

Footnote 1 provides an explanation of why higher flows were used 
and the potential for lower flows to accommodate more highly-
skilled non-commercial rafters. 
 
Hell’s Corner Reach uses the loaded boat as its basis for 
determination because unlike the other reaches the 
overwhelmingly predominant use of this reach (93%) is by 
commercial outfitters with loaded rafts. This reach is highly 
technical at any flow level and it is unknown whether its use will 
become popular with the general technical boating population if 
the dams are removed. Based on comments additional flow 
modeling has been completed (See Appendix R) and the Draft 
EIS/EIR, Figure 3.30-16 and Table 3.20-6 have been updated to 
include flows from both 1000-3500 cfs and from 1300-3500 cfs to 
reflect opportunities and changes for outfitted and general 
whitewater recreation on Hell's Corner. 

Yes 

SG_LT_1226_008-15 
 

Master Response REC-3 Mitigation Measure REC-1. 
 
Master Response REC-4 Non Commercial Use at Hell's Corner.  

Yes 
 

SG_LT_1226_008-16 
 

Master Response REC-4 Non Commercial Use at Hell's Corner.  
 
We thank you for your input on the EIS/EIR. While a more 
consistent flow regime from Stateline to Copco likely would be 
more attractive for boaters, any estimate of such use would be 
speculative. In addition there are several hundred miles of similar 
Class I-II water in the region with better access. (Table 3.20-3) 

No 

SG_LT_1226_008-17 
 

Text was revised to discuss the potential impacts to the eligibility 
and suitability status of the reach from the Stateline to Copco 
Reservoir. The Proposed Action would not negatively affect the 
aspects of this reach that makes it eligible and suitable for 
designation with a scenic classification. 

Yes 

SG_LT_1226_008-18 Master Response REC-6 Chanel Flows Following Dam Removal.  No 

SG_LT_1226_008-19 Master Response REC-3 Mitigation Measure REC-1.  Yes 

SG_LT_1226_008-20 
 

The EIS/EIR analyzes the components and stipulations of the 
KHSA and Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement (KBRA). All 
compensation measures that are included in the EIS/EIR come 
from compensation agreed to in the KHSA and/or KBRA. There is 
no compensation in the agreements for outfitters.  
 
Master Response REC-3 Mitigation Measure REC-1. 
 
Section 7.3.3 of the KHSA states that the "Parties agree that 

No 
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Comment Author O'Keefe, Thomas 
Agency/Assoc. American Whitewater 
Submittal Date December 26, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

PacifiCorp may continuously operate the Facilities subject to the 
Interim Conservation Plan (ICP) and Non-ICP Interim Measures 
identified in Appendices C and D to this Settlement and generate 
electricity at the Facilities through December 31, 2019." Power 
generation is dependent upon peaking flow releases which will not 
allow for restoration of a more natural flow regime prior to dam 
removal. 

SG_LT_1226_008-21 These gauge stations would be maintained. No 

SG_LT_1226_008-22 
 

All manmade debris in the river channel would be removed, as 
described in the Detailed Plan. There are no plans to remove new 
vegetation which has colonized the river channel as part of dam 
removal. 

No 

SG_LT_1226_008-23 Master Response WSR-1 Wild & Scenic River Eligibility.  No 
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Comment Author Rockwell, Mark 
Agency/Assoc. Federation of Fly Fishers, Northern California Council 
Submittal Date October 24, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

SG_EM_1024_002-1 Comment Noted. 
 
Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 
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SG_WI_0923_001 
 
------------------------------------------- 
From: scantle@earthlink.net[SMTP:SCANTLE@EARTHLINK.NET] 
Sent: Friday, September 23, 2011 10:48:44 AM 
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; KSDcomments@dfg.ca.gov; werner@wrinkledog.com 
Subject: Web Inquiry: Recreational Benefits to Dam Removal 
Auto forwarded by a Rule 
 
Name: Mark Scantlebury 
Organization: Lower Columbia Canoe Club 
 
Subject: Recreational Benefits to Dam Removal 
 
Body: As president of the Lower Columbia Canoe Club, I represent about 200 
paddling households in Oregon. We completely support the removal of all four 
Upper Klamath dams. I'm writing to you to also express our interest in having 
recreational interests represented in the plan as these will help provide a 
needed to boost to local economies by attracting paddlers from all over Oregon 
and elsewhere.  
 
One of the primary considerations for recreation will be to ensure public access 
points. For whitewater paddlers, excellent access points would be: Keno Dam, Hwy 
66 bridge, JC Boyle Dam Site, Frain Ranch, above Wards CAnyon, and at Irongate 
Dam site.  
 
We would also encourage that river channels be restored by having all dam-related 
debris removed. 
 
We also believe it is important to preserve and protect the lands along the river 
as much as possible. We would suggest permanent protection of all PacificCorp 
lands adjoining the current reservoirs.  
 
Our ultimate goal would be even more permanent protection for the river. For this 
we would suggest working to have the Upper Klamath from Keno to Irongate 
designated as a National Wild & Scenic River. This would be yet another jewell in 
Oregon's crown as one of the best states for conservation and recreation. 
 
 
Sincerely Yours, 
Mark Scantlebury 
President 
Lower Columbia Canoe Club 
www.l-ccc.org 
 
 
 

Comment 1 - Approval of Dam Removal 

Comment 2 - Recreation

Comment 4 - Land Use 

Comment 3 - Scenic Quality 

Comment 5 - Scenic Quality 
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Comment Author Scantlebury, Mark 
Agency/Assoc. Lower Columbia Canoe Club 
Submittal Date September 23, 2011 

 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

SG_WI_0923_001-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal 
and Others Oppose of Dam Removal. 

No 

SG_WI_0923_001-2 Master Response REC-3 Mitigation Measure REC-1.  Yes 

SG_WI_0923_001-3 The Detailed Plan describes that all man-made debris from dam 
removal and any construction activities would be removed from 
the river channel. 
 
Master Response RE-5 Reservoir Area Management Plan. 

No 

SG_WI_0923_001-4 Section 7.0 Reservoir Management Plans (p. 105-123) of the 
Detailed Plan for Dam Removal – Klamath River Dams Klamath 
Hydroelectric Project Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC) License No. 2082 Oregon - California (Reclamation 
2012b) outlines specific goals and objectives and potential 
projects (Table 7.1) for revegetation and restoration of formerly 
inundated reservoir areas.  
 
Master Response RE-6A, C and D Disposition of Parcel B Lands. 

No 

SG_WI_0923_001-5 Master Response WSR-1 Wild and Scenic River Eligibility.  No 
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SG_EM_1229_009 

-------------------------------------------  

From: JOHN & ANITA WARD[SMTP:E_JOHN_WARD@MSN.COM]

Sent: Friday, December 30, 2011 4:20:02 PM  

To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd  

Cc: Kellie Christensen; Mike Masters; John Ward; Harry Piper; Tom Collett;  

Dick Chambers  

Subject: Rogue Flyfisher Comment on Klamath Facilities Removal EIS_EIR  

Auto forwarded by a Rule  

Dear Ms. Elizabeth Vasquez, 

Thank you for the opportunity and additional time to comment on the Draft 

Klamath Facilities Removal EIS/EIR.

Rogue Flyfishers supports Alternative 2– Full Facilities Removal of Four Dams 

(Proposed Alternative).Removal of the four lower PacifiCorp dams on the Klamath 

River:J C Boyle, Copco 1, Copco 2, and Iron Gate Dams fully meets theneedto 

advance restoration of the salmonid fisheries in the Klamath Basin consistent with 

the Klamath Hydroelectric Settlement Agreement (KHSA) and the connected 

Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement (KBRA).This action also fully meets 

thepurposeto achieve a free flowing river condition and full volitional fish passage 

as well as other goals expressed in the KHSA and KBRA. 

The EIS/EIR has been scoped to include a very wide range ofreasonable 
alternatives, appropriately screened to a narrower range of retained 

alternatives.Each alternative is supported by appropriate and compelling data, and 

careful analysis.We feelthe Evaluation and Proposed Action demonstrates 
potential benefits for fisheries, water and other resources that far 
outweighs the potential costs, risks, liabilities or other adverse consequences 

ofsuch removal.We accept the short term impacts with assurance of successful 

restoration and sustainable natural salmonid production long term in the Klamath 

River system.The harvest opportunities for sports, commercial and tribal fisheries 

will contribute to improved public welfare and the reliable water and power supplies 

at affordable costs will sustain agricultural uses, National Wildlife Refuges and all 

Klamath Basincommunities. 

Appendix C notes ‘dam removal would release accumulated sediments 

downstream’, and ‘Modeling studies indicate reservoir drawdown would erode and 

flush 41 to 65 percent of stored sediment downstream’.The EIS includes an Option 

if analysis indicates release of sediment could result in significant effects, EIS/EIR 

may include consideration of dredging sediments out of reservoirs before removing 

Comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses

Vol. III, 11.8-41 - December 2012



dams.This contingency seems to be adequately covered as was the situation 

recently when removing three dams on the Rogue River. 

Appendix E analyzes the potential suspended sediment effects on anadromous fish 

in the Klamath Basin with Chinook salmon, coho salmon, and steelhead having 

varying response if fall- or spring-runs, or summer and fall/winter runs with 

moderate physiologicalstress and major physiological stress depending on exposure 

duration.In some circumstances, the No Action/No Project alternative appeared to 

have as much impact as Full Facilities Removal.Our assessment is that Alternative 2 

would in most instances only have moderate physiological stress effects. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

John G. Ward, Conservation Chair 

Rogue Flyfishers 

P.O. Box 4637 

Medford, OR97501 
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Comment Author Ward, John & Anita 
Agency/Assoc. Rogue Flyfishers 
Submittal Date December 30, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

   
SG_EM_1230_010-1 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record. 

  
Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 
 
The Secretary of the Interior will consider this comment along with 
all others in making his determination relative to the KHSA and 
KBRA.   

No 
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SG_WI_1111_005 

 

------------------------------------------- 
From: lowersierra@hotmail.com[SMTP:LOWERSIERRA@HOTMAIL.COM] 
Sent: Sunday, November 13, 2011 1:21:08 PM 
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; werner@wrinkledog.com 
Subject: Web Inquiry: Klamath River Dam Removal Auto forwarded by a Rule 

 

Name: Ron Zigelhofer 
Organization: Trout Unlimited-El Dorado 

 

Subject: Klamath River Dam Removal 

 

Body: Trout Unlimeted-El Dorado whole-heartedly supports the removal of the dam 
structures on the Klamath River that impede the spawning migrations of the native 
Salmon and Steelhead populations indigenous to the area. 

 

Comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal  
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Comment Author Zigelhofer, Ron 
Agency/Assoc. Trout Unlimited, El Dorado 
Submittal Date November 11, 2011 
 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR

SG_WI_1111_005-1 The Secretary of the Interior will consider this comment along with 
all others in making his determination relative to the KHSA and 
KBRA.   

No 
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